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Abstract
The purpose of this mixed-methods case study was to explore whether an
urban public school district’s longstanding policy requiring the redistribution of a
portion of parent financial contributions resulted in the equitable distribution of
fundraising dollars. Additionally, the study investigated how parents in the district
perceived the impacts of this policy, and whether those perceptions differed based on
how much fundraising was done in their schools or based on participant
demographics.
Using public datasets including annual fundraising dollars and school
demographic information, correlational analysis determined that there was a
statistically significant relationship (p < .001) between school racial and
socioeconomic demographics and the amount of dollars allocated both before and after
the distribution of “equity grants” to qualifying schools. Next, 238 parents from 52 of
the district’s 57 elementary schools reported their attitudes about the policy and its
impacts through a voluntary online survey. Results were disaggregated to determine
whether attitudes differed by race or by the level of fundraising occurring in
participants’ schools. Chi-square analysis revealed statistically significant differences
(p < .05) in parent positions on specific elements of the policy such as how much
schools should be required to share or the role of fundraising dollars in paying for
teachers, but overall attitudes about the policy were aligned with the expected
distributions based on race or level of fundraising. Qualitative analysis of the single
open-ended survey question along with the interview responses also revealed thematic
differences, with parents from low fundraising schools reporting more negative

attitudes than other groups and White parents reporting more negative attitudes than
BIPOC parents. Finally, interview participants were shown the quantitative analysis of
the financial distribution data and asked to respond. Magnitude coding was used to
identify shifts in the direction or intensity of interview participants’ attitudes about the
policy. This analysis revealed that parents who initially thought the policy was having
an equitable impact due to its redistribution requirement shifted to a negative or more
complex view of the policy’s impacts after viewing the financial data.
Results of this study have implications for policy. While the results show that a
policy requiring a redistribution of only a portion of fundraising dollars was not
sufficient to disrupt the national trend of concentrated financial contributions in the
schools serving the most White students and the fewest economically disadvantaged
students, the study also provided evidence that most participants support sharing even
more in order to achieve equitable outcomes. Additionally, when parents who
supported the redistribution policy saw the actual distribution of dollars, they no
longer thought that the policy was having the intended impact. This finding suggests
that transparency and accessible information about inequitable outcomes may be key
in building parent support for equity reforms.

Key words: fundraising, fundraising policy, fundraising equity, policy, redistribution,
financial distribution, parents, parent perceptions, parent attitudes, public school,
school stratification
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Chapter 1: Significance of the Study
Public school funding has dramatically decreased in the years following the
2008 recession, and private fundraising in public schools has increased to fill the gaps
(Farrie & Sciarra, 2020; Nelson & Gazley, 2014). While school-based fundraising
accounts for less than 1% of public education funding, the evidence clearly shows that
these funds are concentrated in schools or districts with predominantly White, affluent
populations (Brown et al. 2017). In recent years, advocates and scholars have
indicated that school district policies are a potential way to disrupt these patterns in
parent fundraising (Brown et al., 2017; Cope, 2019; Klecker, 2021). Policies that
either restrict the use of fundraised dollars or redistribute these funds to increase
resources for schools without fundraising capacity have been considered or
implemented in a small number of school districts, with varying levels of community
support (Dungca, 2014; Goldstein, 2017; Méndez, 2021; Morton, 2021; Murray,
2019).
In one recent example, a public school superintendent addressed equity
concerns about the distribution of school-based fundraising dollars through policy
reform. In May of 2021, Austin Independent School District (ISD)’s then-new
superintendent, Dr. Stephanie Elizalde, made a bold decision: the district would no
longer allow school-based fundraising to pay for additional staffing in individual
schools (Drabicky, 2021). Having worked in the Austin, Texas district for less than a
year, Dr. Elizalde expressed surprise at the role that PTA fundraising played in hiring
additional teachers and staff at certain schools, with 11 of the district’s 83 elementary
schools funding 31 full- or part-time positions (Austin ISD, 2021). Nearly all the
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funded positions were in the predominantly White schools west of Austin’s Interstate
35, a historic racial dividing line in the city (Méndez, 2021). Dr. Elizalde explained
that in order to ensure equity across the district, all schools must adhere to the same
staffing criteria, ending the practice of allowing outside organizations to privately fund
staff in addition to the district’s equity-based allocation (Austin ISD, 2021). However,
in response to Dr. Elizande’s policy change, a late finance bill amendment requiring
public school districts to accept and use donations from PTAs for staff, effectively
reversing the new AISD policy, passed in the state legislature (Méndez, 2021). As this
story continues to unfold, it provides a rare glimpse into the tension between district
policy and community support regarding the role of school-based fundraising in public
schools.
Public School Funding
While public schools in the United States are required by state constitutions to
provide a free and appropriate education for all students, reduced state and federal
funding for public schools have made equitable access to educational opportunity
increasingly difficult (Farrie, Kim, & Sciarra, 2019). Public schools are mostly funded
through state and local sources, accounting on average for 47% and 45% of education
funding respectively, with the remaining 8% coming from the federal government,
mostly for special programs (Schiess, 2021). Since the 2008 recession, U.S. public
schools have lost nearly $600 billion due to states’ decreasing education budgets, even
as public school enrollment has increased (Farrie & Sciarra, 2020; Schiess, 2021). In
most cases, funding for education has still not rebounded to pre-recession levels, even
as local economies improved (Farrie & Sciarra, 2020). In 2016, across the nation, 82%
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of local funding for education came from property taxes, which vary dramatically
between districts and are based on the value of local real estate rather than numbers of
students or a district’s educational needs (Chen, 2021). This reliance on property taxes
frequently results in an inequitable distribution of funds, as school districts in
wealthier communities benefit from higher tax revenues; examples of this can be seen
in Alabama, Illinois, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Texas, and more (Farrie et al.,
2019; Spangler, 2017; Turner et al., 2016). Areas with lower property values are more
likely to serve a higher concentration of students of color; national education funding
statistics show that predominantly White school districts have a funding level that is
on average $2,226 higher per student than districts with mostly students of color
(McGhee, 2021). Furthermore, these state per-student funding amounts do not account
for the additional resources that some schools and districts are able to bring in via
fundraising (Sattem, 2007). Farrie et al. (2019) found that only half of U.S. states
distribute more per-student funding to high-poverty districts than to low-poverty
districts, despite clear evidence that increased funding has a positive impact on student
outcomes in high poverty districts (Baker et al., 2018; Lafortune et al., 2016).
Some states have limited property taxes as a source of education funding with
the goal of creating more equitable school funding distribution at the state level
(Arsneault et al., 2013; Sattem, 2007). In the Serrano v. Priest decisions in 1971 and
1976, the California Supreme Court found that disparities in local property taxes
caused unconstitutional variation in education spending across school districts, which
led to a centralized school finance model (Youngman, 2016). Similarly, the passage of
Oregon’s Measure 5 in 1990 reduced property tax rates and shifted the bulk of
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education funding to the state rather than local level, promoting district funding
equalization by increasing funding to poorer districts and making cuts in wealthier
areas (Henkels, 2021). In a more recent example, Indiana policymakers decoupled
property taxes from school funding in 2008, shifting responsibility for school
operating costs entirely to the state. This reform reduced the gap in funding between
high and low wealth districts and provided greater funding to economically
disadvantaged students (Chu, 2019).
While it is clear that property taxes have contributed to funding disparities, it is
less clear whether property tax equalization has led to more equitable education
funding. The implementation of California’s centralized school funding model was
followed by the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978, which dramatically cut property
taxes and shifted the bulk of education funding to the state rather than local sources,
resulting in an approximately 20% reduction in education spending (Arsneault et al.,
2013). A similar pattern followed in Oregon a few decades later, when Measures 47
and 50 came on the heels of 1990’s Measure 5. These measures placed limits on the
growth of assessed property value, but did not provide a replacement funding source,
which greatly reduced local revenues for urban districts (Manning, 2016; Sattem,
2007). Since 1999, the legislature has never met the funding requirements for the
state’s Quality Education Model, instead taking advantage of a loophole that allows
them to write a report explaining why they have not fully funded education in the state
(OSBA, 2018). These examples show how property tax equalization has been linked
to overall reductions in state revenue that have made it harder to fully fund schools,
leaving a hole that only wealthy schools and districts have the private means to fill
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(Hoxby, 2001). In contrast, Indiana’s reforms capped property taxes, but compensated
with an increased sales tax that resulted in a dramatic increase in revenue flowing into
the state’s general fund, the primary source of school funding. Under the new model,
average state and local funding for education in Indiana increased by $3,241 per
student, with a progressive model that meant smaller increases for wealthier districts
(Chu, 2019). Lafortune and colleagues (2016) found that between 1990 and 2011, 28
states introduced some kind of education funding reform. These states showed steady
declines in the gaps between test scores in high- and low-income school districts,
while states that did not implement reforms showed increasing gaps, leading the
authors to conclude that state education finance reform is a viable and important tool
for closing disparities in public schools (Lafortune et al., 2016). Progressive tax
campaigns including California’s Proposition 30 in 2012 and Oregon’s Student
Success Act in 2019 ushered in dedicated funding sources for education through
revenue increases on wealthy corporations and individuals, providing hope for more
stable and robust education funding in these states going forward (Farrie & Sciarra,
2020).
Growth in Private Fundraising
One reaction to increasingly unstable funding for public education has been a
rise in private fundraising for public schools. From 1995 to 2010, revenues from
education-supporting non-profits increased by nearly 350% nationally (Nelson &
Gazley, 2014). More recent research indicates that these revenues have continued to
grow, with dramatic fundraising increases reported in Ontario, Canada; San Francisco,
and Seattle (People for Education, 2018; Rosenthal, 2012; Thorsby et al., 2014). These
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private dollars pay for anything from playground balls to teacher salaries (Brown et
al., 2017; Sattem, 2007). California started the trend in the development of private
education foundations in the 1970s to counteract lost property tax revenues, with other
states following suit (Spangler, 2017). In Oregon, California, and Washington, growth
in the formation of private education foundations has been linked to the diminishing
reliance on property taxes as part of these states’ education budgets, with the districts
most impacted by reduced property tax revenue being most likely to implement
private foundations (Sattem, 2007). Fundraising organizations often take the form of
either an independent foundation supporting an entire district, or individual school
foundations and parent/teacher associations or organizations (PTAs and PTOs), which
are more likely to be run by volunteers and raise money benefiting an individual
school (Sattem, 2007).
Impact of Increased Private Fundraising.
It is easy to understand why fundraising for public schools is so common. On
the face of it, fundraising seems like a good thing—an opportunity for parents and
community members to demonstrate support for their local public schools and increase
access to much-needed resources that shore up depleted public school budgets
(Spangler, 2017). Fundraising in public schools has been used to provide special
programs in technology, arts, and languages; additional classroom materials and
curriculum; richer menus of elective choices or extracurriculars; playground upgrades,
and even extra teaching staff, all of which can enhance students’ school experience
(Brown et al., 2017; Nisbet, 2021; Putnam, 2015). Economists list school-based
fundraising as an example of how parental involvement supports education as a public
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good, because the benefits of these donations extend to other families within the
school community (Park et al, 2017). However, as research has demonstrated, those
resources are not reaching many students of color or economically disadvantaged
students (Brown et al., 2017; Nelson & Gazley, 2014). The bulk of private fundraising
has been concentrated in schools or districts with very low levels of poverty; over 70%
of the highest fundraising PTAs were in schools with fewer than 10% of students from
low-income families (Brown et al., 2017). In contrast, this level of private fundraising
is typically unavailable in poorer schools which often need more support (Brown et
al., 2017; Murray et al., 2019). As the nation is experiencing a rising number of public
schools that are segregated by both race and socioeconomics (Orfield et al., 2012),
most of the low-poverty schools that benefit from fundraising serve predominantly
White populations (McGhee, 2021). School-based fundraising enables parents living
in affluent neighborhoods to fund a better education, but only for the children who can
afford to live within their school’s boundary (Arsneault et al., 2013; Nisbet, 2021).
Reliance on Private Rather Than Public Funds
On a broader scale, there are concerns that school-based fundraising to benefit
individual public schools allows parents to privatize what should be a public good,
ensuring adequate resources for their own children and therefore reducing the
motivation to pursue solutions that provide equitable educational resources for all
students (Schaller & Nisbet, 2019; Wolfe-Rocca, 2016). Additionally, contributions to
school-based fundraising are typically tax-deductible, reducing the overall tax revenue
that supports public education as a whole (Reich, 2013). Another potential
consequence of increased reliance on school-based fundraising is that the practice
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shifts the responsibility for quality schooling from the government onto individuals,
which can have inequitable consequences (Posey-Maddox (2014). The Illinois state
chapter of the National PTA agrees, stating that:
If local PTAs continue to purchase items for schools that should be provided
by our state legislature through the tax system (public funds), the legislature
will never see the need to provide an equitable, sustainable source of funding
for public schools. The better PTAs become at fundraising, the longer the
inequity in education funding will continue. (Jenkins, 2013, para. 10)
Parents and school communities can be important voices that hold our elected officials
accountable for addressing inadequate state funding for education. I believe that the
increased reliance on private funds to support public schools has the potential to
distract communities from the root problem: the need to secure robust, stable
education funding that reaches all students.
Regulation of School-Based Fundraising
In spite of growing acknowledgement of the implications for educational
equity, the majority of public school districts do not regulate the use of money donated
through school-based fundraising (Brown et al., 2017; Goldstein, 2017; Schaller &
Nisbet, 2019). Therefore, these privately raised funds may supplement public school
functioning without the same level of policy oversight as district funds. Recent
analysis has shown wide disparities in fundraising levels even between schools in the
same district. For example, one San Francisco elementary school where most students
are from poor or immigrant families raised $25 per pupil in 2014, while top
fundraising schools brought in as much as $1500 per pupil (Smith, 2014). In
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Washington D.C., where 77% of students were economically disadvantaged in the
2016/17 school year, some PTOs had annual budgets of less than $100 (Jazynka,
2018; D. C. Public Schools, n.d.). In contrast, in that same year, one of D.C.’s more
affluent elementary schools, with 6.7% economically disadvantaged students, raised
$270,000 (Jazynka, 2018; D. C. Public Schools, 2016). In Seattle, Washington’s
McGilvra Elementary raised almost $400,000 in 2011 for additional teaching and
counseling staff, library books, and classroom materials, but dozens of other Seattle
schools don’t participate in fundraising at all (Rosenthal, 2012). In addition to the
obvious financial disparities, this leaves some researchers concerned that generous
donors may have undue influences on the allocation of funds, which can be
problematic as the research indicates that middle-class parents often focus on issues
that benefit their own children (Nisbet, 2021; Murray, 2019; Posey-Maddox, 2016).
As the evidence indicates that private fundraising in public schools continues to grow
(Nelson & Gazley, 2014; People for Education, 2018), public school leaders may need
to be more proactive in determining and regulating the appropriate role of private
funds in their public school districts.
Fundraising Equity Policies
While it remains uncommon, there are school districts that have established
mechanisms intended to address fundraising disparities between schools. It is
challenging to compile information on these district practices, as the rules are not
always codified in policy. For the purposes of this study, district rules actively
requiring equity in fundraising practices will be referred to as fundraising equity
policies.
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Restrictions on Use of Funds. Evidence indicates that in places that do
regulate school-based fundraising, a common approach is to prohibit or limit
fundraising for specific resources that are considered essential to public education
(Brown et al., 2017; Cargile, 2021; Nisbet, 2021). Some of the rationales for these
prohibitions is to ensure that gifts do not conflict with district goals or require
additional investment from the district to maintain (Schaller & Nisbet, 2019). This
may include licensed teaching staff or classified support staff, referred to as FTE (fulltime equivalent), curriculum, professional development, or technology (Schaller &
Nisbet, 2019). In several school districts that prohibit school-based fundraising for
FTE, equity has been cited as a primary concern. As the Austin ISD Chief of Schools
Dr. Anthony Mays explained, “equitable staffing begins with thoughtful planning
around our most disadvantaged campuses and their students, free from externally
funded positions that privilege some campuses over others” (Cargile, 2021, para. 15).
In Beaverton, Oregon, the fact that the district’s low-income schools would not have
the capacity to raise as much as higher-income schools was part of the rationale for
resisting a proposed shift to parent-funded FTE (Fong, 2012). Other districts that have
prohibited or limited certain kinds of fundraising are discussed in Chapter Two. This
approach of limiting or prohibiting certain types of private fundraising is currently the
most common way that districts address fundraising equity concerns (Schaller &
Nisbet, 2019).
Fundraising Redistribution. A smaller number of public school districts have
implemented policies to counteract fundraising disparities through the redistribution of
a portion of funds raised by individual schools to other schools in the district. As there
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is limited documentation of these types of policies and no consistent terminology for
them in the literature, I have decided to refer to this type of fundraising equity policy
as a fundraising redistribution policy. In some cases, districts only allow school-based
fundraising up to a set dollar limit, either via a per-student or schoolwide cap, after
which funds may be pooled and redistributed at the district level (Going, 2018; Nisbet,
2021). In other examples, districts allow fundraising for FTE only through a
centralized funding model such as an education foundation supporting an entire
district (Goldstein, 2017; Murray, 2019; Nisbet, 2021). There are also districts, such as
Charlotte-Mecklenberg in North Carolina, that have established or supported school
partnerships, in which schools with disparate fundraising capabilities work together to
support both communities (Schaller & Nisbet, 2019). Redistribution may occur
through various methods, such as grant applications, per-student allocations, or an
equity formula based on school demographics and need (Schaller & Nisbet, 2019).
Supporters of this model state that the redistribution of a portion of school-based
fundraising dollars is beneficial because it allows for private contributions to increase
revenue for public schools, while mitigating the imbalance between schools with
varying capacity to fundraise (All Hands Raised, 2014; Dungca, 2014; Goldstein,
2017).
Voluntary Sharing
Elsewhere, community groups that have identified disparities in their local
school fundraising have established voluntary fund-sharing mechanisms in the absence
of district fundraising equity policies. For example, the Southeast Seattle Schools
Fundraising Alliance is a cooperative effort between 12 Seattle, Washington public
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elementary schools to raise and distribute funds equitably while engaging the
community of all participating schools (Southeast Seattle Schools Fundraising
Alliance, n.d.). The PTA Equity Project in the Evanston/Skokie District 65 in Illinois
is another example, which was in its pilot phase as of 2021. This group brought all
district PTAs together to consolidate individual school fundraising into one common
fund that will be allocated annually, starting with a common per-student baseline
amount that is supplemented using an equity formula to determine additional funding
based on school need (PTA Equity Project, n. d.). The parent-run School to School
Initiative in Washington D.C. asked better-funded D.C. schools to contribute 1% to
2% of their annual revenue to be used for grants going to low-income schools
(Jazynka, 2018). The benefits of voluntary sharing models may be limited, as they rely
on buy-in and volunteer energy from parents and donors involved in fundraising. For
example, as of 2017, only five of Washington D.C.’s 111 schools had opted in to the
School to School initiative, resulting in a total of $10,300 in contributions that were
redistributed via $1,000 grants (Jazynka, 2018). Voluntary efforts in Seattle have
struggled to maintain momentum through the Covid pandemic, as parents are stretched
in many directions, highlighting the challenge of relying on volunteers to effect
widespread changes (Morton, 2021).
A Look at a Fundraising Redistribution Model
The subject of this study will be one district with a fundraising redistribution
policy specifically regulating school-based fundraising for additional staff (full time
equivalent or FTE). This district, referred to in this study using the pseudonym of
Riverton School District (RSD), has been nationally recognized as a model for school
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leaders to look to when considering how to increase fundraising equity in their own
districts (Dungca, 2014; The Fund for RSD, n. d.; Morton, 2021; Weese, 2020). The
2021-2022 fundraising policy has been in place since 1994 and applies only to schoolbased fundraising used to pay for additional FTE. This policy requires that any funds
used to hire extra FTE must include a contribution of one-third of those dollars (after
the first $10,000 raised) to a central fund; that fund is distributed to schools eligible
for grants based on the school population’s racial and socio-economic demographic
data (The Fund for RSD, n.d.).
The impact of the fundraising policy within school communities in this district
has not been thoroughly investigated. Public data on the district’s school-based
funding for FTE shows that, similar to national trends on private fundraising cited
above, the funding remains concentrated in schools serving the lowest percentages of
economically disadvantaged students.
As the district’s community budget review committee noted, “the highest
fundraising schools are typically schools in higher income/higher wealth
neighborhoods. Sharing 1/3 of the funds above $10,000 across the district does not
ensure equity because the current redistribution is still so heavily skewed towards the
fundraising school” (CRBC, 2018). Additionally, because school-based fundraising
for FTE is supplemental to the district’s equity-based differentiated funding model,
these private funds could undermine the extra district allocations going to schools
serving more students of color and economically disadvantaged students to help close
the gap in academic outcomes. In 2019, the district’s community budget review
committee identified this concern, specifying that “the impact, unintended or not, is
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that opportunity and achievement gaps between students attending schools in
wealthier communities and their less-affluent counterparts are exacerbated despite the
district’s effort to level the playing field” (CRBC, 2019).
In collaboration with the leaders of the non-profit district-supporting
foundation, as of 2022 the district is taking steps to review this policy using their
Racial Equity and Social Justice (RESJ) lens, with an expected draft policy revision
coming before the school board in 2022. Community engagement will be an important
piece of this process in order for district leaders to understand stakeholder
perspectives.
The Research Gap
School districts and the public have begun to recognize the inequities that have
resulted from school-based fundraising in public schools. While fundraising equity
policies are not common in public school districts, there is growing interest in the few
that do exist. In recent years, publications such as The New York Times, Atlantic
Monthly, The Hechinger Report, and Slate Magazine have directed attention to the
methods that public school districts are using to counteract the disparities that arise
from school-based fundraising (Cope, 2019; Goldstein, 2017; Jazynka, 2018; Morton,
2021; Murray, 2019, Weese, 2018). In the last year alone, public discourse in Seattle,
Washington, Austin, Texas, and Minneapolis, Minnesota has pointed to the potential
for exploring fund-sharing models currently used in other districts to address the
fundraising inequities that have been acknowledged in their own schools (Drabicky,
2021; Klecker, 2021; Morton, 2021). However, while district websites and media
reports describe the structure of these fundraising equity policies, there has been little
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investigation into their impact, both in terms of the distribution of supplemental
resources in district schools and the influence in school communities and on parents.
As educational leaders work to create and implement policies that increase equitable
access to education and reduce the gaps in outcomes between groups of students, more
districts may benefit from research that helps them consider not only what examples of
fundraising equity policies exist, but also how impactful these policies have been in
terms of increasing equity. As parent pushback has been known to derail efforts to
implement or maintain fundraising equity policies, a more thorough understanding of
parent perspectives on the subject may also inform districts when building community
support for such initiatives (Goldstein, 2017; Méndez, 2021). This research may
provide a basis for considering how to best implement fundraising equity policies that
recognize and repair the impacts of the inequitable distribution of school-based
fundraising while continuing to encourage parent and community generosity and
engagement with public education.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore the impact of a longstanding
fundraising equity policy on the distribution of fundraised dollars and the attitudes
expressed by parents in an urban public school district. This study aims to expand the
body of scholarly research on the impact of school-based fundraising that is
increasingly concentrated in predominantly White, affluent schools (Brown et al.,
2017). The literature on school-based fundraising in public schools, especially in
districts employing some form of fundraising equity policy, is limited at present. The
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field is growing, but the voices of parents in the districts who utilize these policies are
often missing from the literature.
In order to gain this understanding, the research was guided by the following
questions:
1. In this public school district where policy requires a portion of fundraising
for FTE to be shared, what is the resulting financial distribution of schoolbased fundraising for FTE across district elementary schools?
a. Is there a statistically significant relationship between this
distribution and school racial and socioeconomic demographics?
b. What is the difference between amounts of funding allocated to
schools that fundraise a lot, a moderate amount, or a little?
2. In this district, what attitudes, beliefs and values are expressed by
participating parents about school-based fundraising in general and about
the district’s FTE fundraising policy specifically?
a. In what ways, if at all, do the expressed attitudes, beliefs and values
differ between parents in schools that fundraise a lot, a moderate
amount, or a little?
b. In what ways, if at all, do the expressed attitudes, beliefs, and
values differ in relation to the participants’ race, socio-economic
status, or level of education?
3. How do parents respond when presented with evidence of the current
distribution of fundraising dollars used to pay for staff?
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Personal Significance
As a former parent in one of RSD’s elementary schools that engaged in a
significant amount of fundraising for FTE, I witnessed first-hand the role that this
practice played in our community. Our school community clearly benefited from the
additional financial resources, as the principal was typically able to increase the
district staffing allocation by two or more full time licensed teaching positions for the
500-student school, resulting in smaller class sizes and increased access to a librarian
and physical education. However, I noticed that with each year, the fundraising targets
grew. When my oldest child was in kindergarten in the 2013-2014 school year, the
community raised $132,000 for additional teachers; by the time that child was entering
5th grade, fundraising for that purpose brought in over $350,000 (All Hands Raised,
2019).
Over time, I grew uncomfortable with the increasing pressure to donate,
especially as I realized that many other schools in our public district did not have the
same kind of private resources available. As an engaged member of the school’s
parent community, I brought these concerns to PTA meetings. The resulting
discussions around fundraising created some tensions in our community, as many
parents defended the fundraising model while others acknowledged the disparities in
the district. A common perception among parents who were involved in fundraising
was that the problem of inequitable fundraising was being addressed in our district
through the fundraising redistribution policy. The dialogue led me to believe that
parents’ perception of fundraising, and this policy in particular, could be an important
issue to study in reference to equity in public schools.
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My concerns about increased fundraising in my school eventually led to my
involvement in the formation of an advocacy group that included parents and teachers
from schools across the district, working to share information with school
communities about the distribution of fundraised dollars in district schools and to start
conversations in school communities about the role of parent fundraising, particularly
for additional staff. I had seen the research showing how the economic aspect of
school fundraising was concentrated in affluent schools (Brown et al., 2017), and I
saw how that pattern was reflected in my school district. I wanted to learn whether the
district’s fundraising redistribution policy was having the intended impact of
disrupting inequitable patterns connected to school fundraising.
Significance
RSD’s fundraising equity policy requiring the redistribution of a portion of
school-based funds raised for FTE provides an opportunity to expand the body of
research into public school fundraising. As the district conducts its policy review and
potential revision, I have the ongoing opportunity to utilize and learn from the public
attention and feedback on this topic as the work continues. Further insight into the
level of financial impact of the existing policy, as well as parents’ attitudes about
financial contributions to individual public schools in this context, could help districts
develop fundraising policies that disrupt the national trend of vast fundraising
disparities in public schools in order to align with values of racial equity and social
justice and harness the community’s desire to participate in a system that truly leads to
greater equity for all students.
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Study Scope
Through this mixed-methods case study, I explored the impacts of a specific
fundraising equity policy in use in an urban school district in the Pacific Northwest; a
policy that is frequently identified as a national model in fundraising reform. This
research included both a quantitative analysis of the financial outcomes of the
redistribution of fundraised dollars for different schools, and a qualitative exploration
of parents’ attitudes about fundraising within school communities that operate under
this policy.
Limitations
This case study was bound by the chosen public school district because of the
existence of a longstanding fundraising equity policy that has been identified as an
example for other districts to emulate, and due to my familiarity with the district as a
parent and community member. Further, the quantitative portion of the study was
bound by the five-year period spanning from 2015 through 2020. Data about the
amount of money raised by each school through local school foundations and
distributed through grants is readily available to the public beginning with the 2015/16
school year. Additionally, I limited my data collection to elementary schools, as in this
district, almost 75% of local school foundation (LSF) fundraising occurred in the K-5
and K-8 elementary schools during the study timeline (All Hands Raised, 2019).
Furthermore, studies have shown that elementary school is the peak of parent
engagement (Child Trends, 2016), so I also limited my participants in the qualitative
portion of the study to those with elementary-aged students, to maximize the potential
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for familiarity with their school’s fundraising practices and align with the quantitative
data set.
Delimitations
While many kinds of fundraising can have an impact on equity in public
schools, this study did not consider fundraising conducted by PTAs or booster clubs,
unless those funds were then directed to the school’s LSF to pay for FTE. This is
primarily because the only fundraising that is regulated as part of RSD’s fundraising
equity policy is the school-based fundraising for FTE. Additionally, consistent and
accurate data on the annual revenues of PTAs and booster clubs were difficult to
access, due to non-profit filing requirements and timelines. Furthermore, fundraising
data from the 2020/21 school year was not included, as the COVID-19 pandemic
interrupted the fundraising practices of many district schools, resulting in canceled
events, disrupted communication, and reduced contributions.
As mentioned previously, participants were limited to those with students in
the elementary grades. However, as I have been actively involved in the elementary
school that my children attended and am well-known in the community there, survey
and interview participants from that school community were not included.
Key Terms
For clarity, the following frequently used terms that are relevant to
understanding my study are defined below:
•

Central fund: Fundraised money contributed, managed, and
distributed at the district level rather than used to support an individual
school. May include required contributions from school-based
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fundraising. Oversight typically happens through a school district
and/or a district education foundation.
•

District education foundation: A non-profit organization formed to
support a school district through raising funds; typically operates with
paid staff and collaborates with the partner school district.

•

Economic Disadvantage (ED): A demographic category defined as
the percentage of students eligible for free meals through direct
certification, which identifies students at 130% of the poverty level
without the need for a paper application.

•

FTE: Full Time Equivalent, refers to staff hired by a public school
district, with 1.0 FTE representing a full-time position and part-time
positions represented as a portion of 1.0 FTE. May be a licensed
educator such as a classroom teacher, instructional specialist, or
librarian, or a classified staff member, such as an educational or
behavioral assistant or attendance specialist. Licensed or classified FTE
will be clarified when relevant.

•

Fundraising equity policy: District policy, rule or guideline regulating
school-based fundraising with a goal of reducing fundraising disparities
between schools. May or may not be codified in policy, but is actively
practiced.

•

Fundraising redistribution policy: One form of fundraising equity
policy that involves requiring schools that fundraise to contribute funds
that are then redistributed to other schools.
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•

Historically Underserved (HU): A combined racial/ethnic
demographic category defined by the state and used by the district to
include Black, Hispanic/Latinx, Pacific Islander, and Native American
students, as well as any student of multiple races that identifies as one
or more of the listed racial groups.

•

Local school foundation (LSF): A volunteer-run organization with the
primary purpose of raising funds for an individual school; in this case
study, local school foundations primarily raise funds for FTE. Schools
may have other volunteer-led organizations such as parent/teacher
associations (PTAs) that use fundraising as one of many ways they
support the school.

•

Parent: Includes guardians and caretakers of students attending a
school; the term ‘parent’ is used going forward to streamline this
study’s language.

•

School-based fundraising: Money raised at the school level through
volunteer organizations such as PTAs/PTOs or local school
foundations. Typical fundraisers include school community events and
fundraising appeals, and donations primarily come from families of
students and their acquaintances, but also may include contributions
from local businesses

Summary
As private fundraising for public education has increased in a way that
disproportionately benefits affluent populations, a school district may want to consider
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policies that regulate or prohibit school-based fundraising for additional staff as one of
several strategies that can work together to dismantle systemic inequities in the current
public education system. As described in this chapter, the district chosen for this case
study has had a fundraising equity policy in place for over 25 years. This unique case
created an opportunity to learn from a well-established system and parents who have
always contributed a portion of their donations to a shared fund as a requirement of
their school fundraising.
Chapter Two of this study includes a review of the literature utilizing a
conceptual framework that includes Bourdieu’s (1986) Social Reproduction Theory,
Schaller and Nisbet’s (2019) club goods frame, and Gerald’s (2020) Altruistic Shield
Theory to explore the ways that parent choices and priorities have perpetuated
privilege for White, affluent populations in systems of public education. Further, this
review of the literature discusses studies showing the distribution of private
fundraising in various public school systems, paying attention to the demographic
makeup of the schools and districts studied. Finally, Chapter Two includes studies
describing existing public school district policies regulating parent fundraising.
Chapter Three describes the methodology chosen to undertake this research;
namely a mixed-methods single-case design guided by the work of Yin (2018), in
which the theoretical propositions may be explored in the context of a clear set of
circumstances. Additionally, I have chosen to frame this study in the transformative
paradigm, with the use of mixed methods suited to increasing credibility to identify
the need for social change (Mertens, 2007).
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Chapter Four begins with the quantitative analysis of the distribution of funds
raised by individual schools, including money that was used to hire additional staff
within those schools and money that was redistributed to qualifying schools through
grants. Additionally, this chapter includes the reporting of survey and interview
findings from parents expressing their perceptions of school-based fundraising in their
school and district. Chapter Five concludes this study with a discussion of the findings
as they relate to the research questions and suggests next steps for policy development
and further research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
The review of the literature on private fundraising for individual public schools
indicates that unregulated fundraising for local school foundations can be a source of
funding inequity between schools, with schools serving more affluent populations
benefiting from the bulk of private fundraising and the school culture that
accompanies it (Brown et al., 2017; Nisbet, 2021; Posey-Maddox, 2016). In his 2015
book “Our Kids,” Robert Putnam asks the question, “If schools are somehow
implicated in class divergence, are they causes of class divergence or merely sites of
class divergence?” (p 160). Fundraising may be one way that parents’ behavior
perpetuates class divergence between public schools, particularly in the current
neoliberal climate that places free market values of competition and privatization on
the public school system (Schaller & Nisbet, 2019).
Conceptual Framework
In this research, I will look at school-based fundraising using a conceptual
framework that is structured on the intersection of three ideas: (1) Social Reproduction
Theory (SRT) as developed by the seminal sociologist Bourdieu (1986); (2) the ‘club
goods’ frame for fundraising in public education (Nisbet, 2021; Schaller & Nisbet,
2019); and (3) Gerald’s (2020) Altruistic Shield Theory.
Much of the literature investigating equity in education looks to the forms of
capital, also referred to as Social Reproduction Theory (SRT), utilized by the French
sociologist Pierre Bourdieu to explain “the unequal scholastic achievement of children
originating from the different social classes” (Bourdieu, 1986, p. 17). This sociological
theory focuses on how groups in power remain in power by transferring advantage to
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future generations (Labaree, 1997; Tichavakunda, 2019). In it, Bourdieu (1986)
defines the interaction between three main forms of capital: economic capital, which
are material or property assets that may be directly converted into money; social
capital, defined as the resources linked to membership in an institutionalized group,
such as an elite school community; and cultural capital, which are the institutionalized
resources that allow a social class to transmit advantage to future generations through
high-status cultural signals. Social and cultural capital may be converted into
economic capital under the right conditions (Bourdieu, 1986). Further, Bourdieu’s
theories connect the impact of these forms of capital to two additional concepts—that
of habitus and field. Habitus is defined as the principles and practices that reproduce
class stratification (Bourdieu, 1977), whereas field may be imagined as the context;
that is, the norms governing a social sphere that establish the value of social and
cultural capital (Edgerton & Roberts, 2014; Posey-Maddox, 2014; Tichavakunda,
2019). SRT provides a way of thinking about parental involvement in education,
because those with access to resources may draw on social and cultural capital in order
to secure advantage for their children (Posey-Maddox, 2014). While fundraising could
be seen as simply related to the economic capital held by middle class and affluent
school communities, there is evidence in the literature explored in this chapter that the
behaviors and values, or habitus, inherent in public school fundraising involve access
to social and cultural capital as well.
Schaller and Nisbet (2019) and Nisbet (2021) developed the ‘club goods’
frame within the context of public school fundraising, describing a situation in which
school-based fundraising pays for an enhanced level of public goods and services that
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would otherwise be provided by the government. These enhanced services then only
benefit an individual school community, facilitating the privatization or ‘clubbing’ of
certain public schools. However, fundraising for public schools is commonly seen as a
benevolent act, in which individual financial sacrifices serve the greater good of public
education (Reddy, 2004). This altruistic perception of fundraising appears to be in
conflict with the recent literature highlighting the disparities that fundraising can
exacerbate. Schaller and Nisbet’s (2019) work explores how district fundraising
policies may be a lever for ‘declubbing’ by requiring that the enhanced benefits are
shared, rather than limited to the group that has the resources to provide them.
Gerald’s (2020) Altruistic Shield Theory, in which benevolent intent limits
individuals’ willingness or ability to consider the racialized impacts of their actions or
beliefs, can be used as a lens for the conflict between the altruistic intent and
potentially harmful impacts of public school fundraising. Gerald’s (2020) altruistic
shield, defined as “a psychological mechanism that allows us to outright deny or
otherwise defend ourselves from anticipated or in-the-moment accusations of racism
because of what we consider to be the altruistic nature of our work” (p. 22), was
developed through his experience in the field as an English language teacher. Gerald
observed a field that centered Whiteness through the recruitment and prioritization of
White educators, who were often unable or unwilling to recognize the role they played
in perpetuating systemic racism. Using this lens to consider a case study of a district
with a longstanding fundraising equity policy provides an opportunity to consider
whether parents’ beliefs about fundraising and its potential impacts are influenced by a
sense of altruism.
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ensuring that the schools they attend have access to desired resources that may not be
uniformly available. Further, the perceived altruistic nature of public school
fundraising may make it difficult for parents and educational leaders to look critically
at the potentially harmful impact of this practice.
The purpose of this study was to explore the impact of a longstanding
fundraising equity policy on the distribution of fundraised dollars and the attitudes
expressed by parents in an urban public school district.. As the application of SRT has
been limited in research specifically on parent fundraising, relevant studies that utilize
the theory for understanding parent perceptions and behaviors in relation to broader
parent involvement have been included. Further, the literature explores the distribution
of fundraising dollars in public schools, the structure of fundraising organizations, the
governing policies and practices around fundraising, and parent attitudes towards
public school fundraising in order to form a foundation for the key elements of my
study.
SRT as a Lens for Parental Behavior in Education
This section explores literature on various forms of parental involvement using
social reproduction theory as a lens for understanding parental behavior in relation to
equitable education.
Parent Involvement in Boundary Change
Seminal researcher Annette Lareau has conducted several studies applying
Bourdieu’s theories to examine the social and cultural capital exhibited by parents in
high status schools. She illustrates how parent involvement can be instrumental in
student success, but also explores the “dark side of parent involvement” (Lareau et al.,
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2018; p. 3) in which parents use their social and cultural capital to subvert school
policies to obtain advantage for their children. The study from Lareau et al. (2018)
focused on a public school district with a high concentration of wealth and higher than
average per-student educational expenditures during a process of boundary change.
This ethnographic study involved collecting and evaluating naturalistic data
throughout the six-month boundary review process, including 3,000 unique emails and
letters, transcripts of 18 school board meetings, and over 1,800 posts from an online
community message board created specifically to facilitate conversation about the
boundary process. Once the process was complete, the research team also conducted
in-depth interviews with individuals intimately involved in the process (Lareau et al.,
2018).
In this source material, Lareau and colleagues (2018) identified parental use of
professional expertise to challenge the institutional systems as a form of cultural
capital. Additionally, parents called upon their interpersonal networks in order to
organize resistance to the school district’s boundary proposals, a form of social
capital. These skills and behaviors were being transmitted to the next generation, as
children were coached to speak at board meetings and send letters to district leaders,
gaining first-hand experience in participation in institutions in order to influence
policy decisions (Lareau et al., 2018). While many researchers have identified this
type of social and cultural capital employed by individual parents in service of the
attainment of educational advantage, the research from Lareau et al. (2018) provided
evidence that the concentration of economic capital in communities such as the one
they studied also concentrated social and cultural capital in those same communities.
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This provides an example of how the collective use of these forms of capital can build
a critical mass that is powerfully situated to ensure advantage (Lareau et al., 2018).
Parent Involvement in a Kindergarten Application Process
In another example of the application of Bourdieu’s theories, Lareau et al.
(2016) conducted a qualitative study investigating the processes undertaken by middle
class parents applying for kindergarten enrollment in a large urban area. Data collected
included application requirements for the three systems in the area: public, charter,
and private schools. Researchers noted that none of these three systems provided
obvious access to information around admissions criteria, application strategies, or
likelihood of securing a spot in a given school, nor was there any central source for
comparing or understanding the various admission processes (Lareau et al., 2016).
In the public school system that Lareau et al. (2016) studied, the primary
method of school assignment was through residential address. In addition to the
economic capital typically required to secure housing in the neighborhoods assigned to
the most desirable schools, the researchers discovered that a level of social and
cultural capital also helped parents navigate the district’s vague and complex
enrollment and transfer policies and boundaries (Lareau et al., 2016). The researchers
described a situation in which the district information regarding applying for a transfer
included the necessary forms and processes in which applicants rank their top five
choices for a transfer. However, the district neglected to share that three of the most
desirable schools did not have transfer spots available, so any parents ranking these
schools at the top of the list were at a disadvantage, as they essentially “wasted” their
selections on unavailable schools. Parents with higher status social networks were

32

more likely to have the nuanced understanding required to gain advantage in the
system (Lareau et al., 2016). Additionally, some parents activated their social and
cultural capital in order to circumvent the system altogether, communicating directly
with principals to gain admission to their desired school, some of whom utilized their
own admission systems outside of the district policies (Lareau et al., 2016).
After reviewing the public, private, and charter school systems, the researchers
determined that knowledge of the field, or context, of the application process, was
vital for parents to effectively activate their social and cultural capital in the process of
kindergarten applications. Lareau and colleagues’ (2016) study demonstrated
examples in which parents’ familiarity with the field of stratified educational
opportunities provided them and their children with greater advantages. The
researchers offered these findings as a way for educational leaders to consider how
social and cultural capital impacts parents’ abilities to navigate the system, so that
processes and policies could be structured in ways that advantage was distributed
equitably, rather than concentrated with those of higher status (Lareau et al., 2016).
Fundraising is another area where district policies and practices could be key to
ensuring that students have equitable access to opportunity and advantage.
Parent In-School Involvement
Considering a different angle for applying social reproduction theory to the
parental role in educational equity, Lee and Bowen (2006) utilized levels of social and
cultural capital as a way to consider barriers and advantages in parental involvement.
The researchers identified the influence of habitus and field as well, recognizing that
there is a social advantage when an individual is operating in a familiar context (Lee &
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Bowen, 2006). The quantitative study sought to determine whether parental
involvement impacted student achievement differently based on factors such as socioeconomic status, race and ethnicity, and parental educational attainment, three factors
shown to predict school performance. The study included a representative sample of
415 third- through fifth-grade students from a district bordering a major urban area in
the United States, ensuring that the sample reflected district demographics.
Researchers measured parental involvement in the students’ education, identifying six
categories which included parental involvement both at home and at school (Lee &
Bowen, 2006).
Consistent with Bourdieu’s (1986) theory of social reproduction, parental
involvement varied by social status. Researchers noted that this variance was most
obvious for in-school involvement, which involved the parent physical visiting the
school. In contrast, there were not statistically significant differences across
demographic groups in parental involvement with the students’ education at home,
through actions such as homework help, educational discussions, or parental
expectations (Lee & Bowen, 2006). In-school parental involvement, which was more
frequently utilized by dominant culture parents with higher incomes and education
levels, was the type of involvement most closely linked to academic achievement,
accounting for 9% of the variance in academic achievement beyond the expected
influence of demographic categories (Lee & Bowen, 2006). Advantages associated
with in-school involvement included connections between parents and school staff,
access to enrichment opportunities, and social networks with other parents. Based on
SRT, the researchers considered the social and cultural barriers to in-school
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involvement that parents outside of the dominant culture might face. These parents did
not have the habitus or capital that allowed them advantages in the field of school,
which may have contributed to stratification in student achievement along socioeconomic and class lines (Lee & Bowen, 2006). While the researchers did not define
the forms of in-school involvement specified in their study, their work is relevant to
this review of the literature because school-based fundraising is typically a form of inschool involvement. Lee and Bowen’s (2006) work illustrates how in-school
involvement, including fundraising, may be based in the social and cultural norms of
higher status groups, conferring further advantage to those that already feel
comfortable within that field. For example, social capital provides the connections that
increase fundraising potential through opportunities such as the solicitation of
donations, access to expertise in organization and marketing, and relationships with
leaders determining the way funds will be spent (Posey-Maddox, 2016; Schaller &
Nisbet, 2020). School fundraising events are often opportunities to display high social
status through formal dress, gourmet food and wine, and auction bidding, all
demonstrations of the advantages and cultural capital held within the community
(Cucchiara, 2008). Middle class parents suggest that fundraising contributes to a sense
of community within a school (Smith, 2018). However, as Lee and Bowen’s (2006)
study indicates, families from other social classes may not see fundraising as a
meaningful form of engagement, which can intensify stratification even within a
school when fundraising is the primary access point to the school’s social culture
(Fleming, 2012).
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In a multiple case study exploring some of these same issues with parent
engagement, Murray et al. (2020) investigated parents’ use of social capital in
elementary school parent-teacher organizations (PTOs).The researchers utilized PTO
revenue data, school data from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES),
observations, interviews, document review, and more to capture the complex
environments in the nine North Carolina elementary schools intentionally selected as
cases that would provide comparisons and contrasts. Qualitative data from interviews
and observations were first coded to identify the nature of the parent relationships
involved, defined as building social capital either through ‘bridging’ relationships
across members of different social networks, or ‘bonding’ within established peer
networks. Additionally, coding identified whether parent engagement involved equity
building or opportunity hoarding (Murray et al., 2020). The study’s key findings
indicate that the tight-knit community bonding present in active PTOs can reduce
social inequality when spanning social and cultural divides, but can exacerbate
inequality when this bonding remains within homogenous groups (Murray et al.,
2020). For example, in one school with demonstrated high levels of bonding across
diverse groups, the entire community participated in antiracism workshops planned by
the Black and Latinx parent affinity groups, helping create a safe space for challenging
conversations that produced community-wide benefits. On the other hand, at Longleaf
Elementary, a school where bonding rarely extended beyond a core group of
advantaged parents, these involved parents were privy to insider information and
access to school leaders, increasing their influence and ability to successfully advocate
for their needs within the school (Murray et al., 2020). The research pointed to steps
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that schools can take to intentionally develop equity practices that build bridges within
diverse communities (Murray et al., 2020). The case studies indicate that “bonding
without bridging” (Murray et al., 2020, p. 2238), that is, utilizing social capital within
existing homogenous peer networks rather than developing social capital across
diverse networks, contributes to opportunity hoarding and imbalanced influence.
However, bridging without bonding does not provide the necessary resource allocation
or collaboration either. The researchers conclude that both effective bridging and
growing social bonds are necessary for the development of an inclusive parent
organization that produces social capital for the benefit of all members of the
community (Murray et al., 2020).
Identifying the Impacts of Public School Fundraising
While few studies have explicitly viewed public school fundraising through the
lens of Bourdieu’s social reproduction theories, there is evidence in the literature that
public school fundraising, like school choice, is an element of the increased
stratification and influence of social and cultural capital (Posey-Maddox, 2016; Rowe
& Perry, 2020). This portion of the literature review first explores studies describing
patterns in the growth, distribution and organization of fundraising in public schools in
recent decades, then reviews relevant studies providing details about public school
governance of fundraising practices. It concludes with studies providing evidence of
parent attitudes around fundraising.
Growth in Private Fundraising for Public Schools
Nelson and Gazley’s (2014) groundbreaking and oft-cited study of parent
donations to public schools through parent organizations such as PTAs, booster clubs,
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and foundations, referred to as school-supporting non-profits, established that the
revenue from these organizations skyrocketed from 1995 to 2010, the period of the
study. Researchers identified 16,383 school-supporting non-profit organizations that
had filed with the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) and linked them to the
corresponding public school districts for analysis. They found that both the number of
school-supporting non-profits and the amount of money that was raised through these
organizations increased dramatically during the study period (Nelson & Gazley,
2014). The number of school-supporting non-profits nearly tripled, from 3,475
organizations in 1995 to 11,453 in 2010. Additionally, revenues from schoolsupporting non-profits grew by 347.7% between 1995 and 2010, increasing at a faster
rate than the non-profit sector as a whole. Local school PTAs and foundations saw the
most dramatic increase in revenue, reporting 526.9% and 485.0% increases
respectively (Nelson & Gazley, 2014). Further, this study investigated the distribution
of these school-supporting non-profits through linear probability regressions linking
the presence of school-supporting non-profits with district demographic and financial
data and census reports. Key findings included the positive relationships between the
presence of more school-supporting non-profits in a district and higher property taxes,
higher per-student state revenues, more well-educated and wealthy residents, lower
unemployment, and fewer students in poverty (Nelson & Gazley, 2014). When
looking specifically at the contributions associated with these organizations,
researchers found that districts with higher per-student local and federal funding also
generate larger voluntary financial contributions. Limitations of this study included the
district-level approach, which did not allow investigation of the effect of concentrated
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PTA spending within diverse districts, and the IRS reporting requirements that likely
resulted in under-estimation of the total amount of dollars being raised through these
organizations (Nelson & Gazley, 2014). This research found no evidence that the
increases in these organizations and their revenues were tied to corresponding
reductions in public spending on education, indicating that these contributions are not
a substitute for stable education funding (Nelson & Gazley, 2014).
Distribution of Fundraising Dollars
Several studies of public school fundraising used similar strategies to
investigate the distribution and impact of private money through local education
foundations (LEFs) in various states. A seminal work in this area was the study
conducted by Brown and colleagues (2017), in which the researchers analyzed IRS
filings and district expenditures to investigate the scope of PTA fundraising across the
country, and its influence on school funding equity. This study found while PTA
spending accounted for less than 1% of education spending overall, this money was
concentrated in schools with very low levels of poverty. Their research showed that
the 50 wealthiest PTAs in the country spent $43 million dollars in fiscal year 20132014, which accounted for approximately 10% of all PTA spending reported to the
IRS. The highest spending PTAs were primarily located in either high income districts
or high income schools within lower income districts. Over 70% of these schools
served a student population that was less than 10% economically disadvantaged,
whereas the national average for economic disadvantage in public schools was 50% at
the time of the study (Brown et al., 2017). However, they found very few districts with
policies in place to regulate parent contributions. The authors concluded that the
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concentration of parent financial contributions in the wealthiest schools was increasing
the disparity of access to equitable education, as schools that relied on parent
fundraising were able to provide resources that were not available in lower income
schools (Brown et al., 2017). Their recommendations about the regulation of parent
donations included redistributing dollars through an equity fund, imposing restrictions
on the use of fundraised dollars, accounting for additional fundraising dollars in school
budgets, and encouraging donations at the district, rather than individual school, level
(Brown et al., 2017).
In a quantitative study conducted by Arsneault et al. (2013), researchers used
Guidestar, a non-profit organization that publishes annual IRS filings from all taxexempt organizations, to gather revenue information from 2008 through 2012 on 468
California LEFs in order to compare per-student fundraised dollars across the state.
These LEFs served a range of purposes, such as student activities or athletics, and
some raised funds for individual schools while others supported entire districts or
counties. The revenue range was large as well, with some LEFs raising an additional
$2 per student and others bringing in $6,782 per student (Arsneault et al., 2013).
Researchers identified two factors that LEFs raising the most per-student money had
in common: they were located in zip codes with higher-than-average median incomes,
and they served smaller groups of students: either an individual school or a small
district (Arsneault et al., 2013). The authors concluded that students in wealthier areas
are benefiting from privately raised funds that increase the quality of education, but
many other students are not able to access that advantage (Arsneault et al., 2013).
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Sattem (2007) took a similar look at the distribution of LEF funds in Oregon
public schools. In addition to a quantitative analysis of school foundation financial
data obtained from Guidestar, Sattem (2007) conducted semi-structured interviews
with educational leaders and the officials of their affiliated foundations from four
districts chosen to represent the diversity of the state, as well as state level officials
providing additional context. The qualitative portion of the study supplemented the
interview data with analysis of public records, websites, and newspapers to bring
additional detail for districts that were not included in the interview sample (Sattem,
2007). The quantitative analysis consisted of comparing financial data to district
information, including enrollment numbers, demographic data, and classroom
expenses, in order to identify trends. Sattem (2007) calculated a per-student dollar
amount raised by each LEF, in order to compare large and small districts. Further
detail was possible with Portland Public Schools (PPS), the largest district in the
study. Analysis based on per-student fundraising in individual PPS schools indicated a
relationship between LEF funding and the percentage of students eligible for free and
reduced lunch (FRL), with the top fundraising schools serving the fewest of these
students (Sattem, 2007). The qualitative interviews with LEF stakeholders added
depth and richness to the data around the functioning of the LEFs in Oregon districts.
Thematic commonalities included a desire to invest in children and community,
targeting investments in student achievement, and the importance of building
relationships with parents and community members (Sattem, 2007). Additionally,
interview subjects discussed issues of equity in fundraising, noting that fundraising
ability can contribute to schools being pitted against one another, either through
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competition or parent perception of ‘good schools.’ Some parents and school leaders
that were interviewed pointed out that higher income schools are not eligible for state
and federal grants that support high poverty schools as a justification for the disparity
in fundraising. Sattem (2007) noted that this point of view reflected a common
misconception: namely, that it fails to acknowledge that federal Title 1 funds are
provided in a school’s allocation for the purpose of targeting resources to high-poverty
communities to address specific needs factoring into the persistent gap in outcomes,
whereas fundraising provides additional resources beyond the district’s allocation
(U.S. Department of Education [USDOE], 2018). Sattem (2007) highlighted the
disadvantage that lower-income districts experienced when the parent communities
had both less ability to contribute financially and less opportunity to build
relationships with school and foundation leaders. This observation aligns with the
advantages Bourdieu (1986) attributed to social and cultural capital, and how these
function to reproduce social inequality.
Sattem (2007) hypothesized that as schools and districts moved towards using
private funding to pay for teaching positions to lower class sizes, these funds could
have a direct impact on student achievement, as some studies have demonstrated such
benefits of reduced class sizes for students (Chingos & Whitehurst, 2011; Ready,
2008; Word et al., 1990). Unfortunately, Sattem’s (2007) research indicates that those
academic benefits will be concentrated in wealthier communities, where the LEFs
were able to raise enough funds to afford teacher salaries. Based on this research,
Sattem (2007) suggests that districts and foundation boards review their policies on
the use of private donations in order to reduce inequities across their districts, offering
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suggestions such as restricting the use of funds or requiring redistribution for purposes
that benefit all district students. Sattem’s (2007) study provides a compelling example
of a mixed-methods investigation looking at both the quantitative funding distribution
and the qualitative perceptions of stakeholders in a school fundraising system.
As in the United States, Australian public education has shifted to situate
parents as educational consumers, with increased access to school choice in the last
several decades contributing to an Australian education system that is highly socioeconomically stratified (Rowe & Perry, 2020). While the high tuition costs of private
school contribute greatly to this stratification, this study focused on the additional
disparities between public schools, which are expected to compete with elite private
schools in the educational marketplace (Rowe & Perry, 2020). By investigating
parents’ voluntary financial contributions to public schools, researchers identified
patterns based on school socio-economic status (Rowe & Perry, 2020). Over a fiveyear period, researchers collected data from all public high schools in New South
Wales (NSW), a dataset of 386 schools. They identified the following: total school
enrollment, fees collected on a per-student and per-school basis, and school
demographic data including socioeconomic status, language background, and
percentage of Indigenous students (Rowe & Perry, 2020). Schools were then divided
for comparison into quartiles according to a national measure for school advantage
and disadvantage, the School Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage
(ICSEA). According to NSW Department of Education policy, public schools may
request parent financial contributions in order to increase their offerings, but these
contributions are voluntary. However, students who cannot afford these contributions
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and still want to participate in classes that go beyond the minimum school
requirements are not guaranteed access, although they may be eligible for financial aid
(NSW Department of Education, 2019). Findings revealed that schools in the highest
ICSEA quartile brought 2.5 times as much parent-generated money on a per-student
basis as those from schools in the lowest quartile. This disparity is further
compounded at the schoolwide level, since the concentration of disadvantaged
students in certain schools means that schoolwide funding from parent contributions
for individual schools in the highest quartile is 4.6 times higher than for schools in the
lowest quartile, demonstrating an additional level of collective advantage in high
quartile schools (Rowe & Perry, 2020). The researchers believed that current
voluntary contribution practices create barriers to equitable public schooling, and
suggest that policies and funding models need to be structured to specifically address
the existing stratified funding inequalities (Rowe & Perry, 2020).
Organization of School-Supporting Fundraising
A mixed-methods approach was used in Levy’s (2018) dissertation exploring
the relationship between economic disadvantage, race, and the expanding role of
school-supporting non-profit organizations (SSNPs) in K-12 public schools in the four
suburban counties surrounding Richmond, Virginia. Using school enrollment and
demographic data, records of which schools have SSNPs, and the membership levels
and annual fundraising totals of identified SSNPs, the quantitative portion of the study
provided evidence that the economic status and racial composition of the participating
schools correlated to the presence and fundraising capacity of SSNPs (Levy, 2018).
Schools in the Richmond area serving the highest concentrations of White and Asian
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students and affluent students were across the board the schools that showed the
highest number of SSNPs with the highest volunteer and fundraising capacity.
Interestingly, Levy’s (2018) research indicated that the disparities were greater based
on race than on socio-economic status, with larger differences between schools
serving predominantly White and Asian populations and those serving predominantly
Black and Hispanic populations than between school serving the most and least
affluent populations. Qualitative research included the examination of SSNP
documentation, including mission and vision statements, meeting minutes, flyers and
notifications, websites and social media pages. These documents were analyzed to
establish the level of volunteer activity, purpose of SSNPs, number and type of
fundraisers, and purpose of donated funds. While most schools did have at least one
SSNP, the analysis also uncovered qualitative differences related to the goals of these
groups that was related to the demographic makeup of the school. For example, the
messaging from groups in high poverty schools and schools serving predominantly
Black and Hispanic populations were more likely to focus on general family
involvement and benefits for the whole school community. On the other hand, SSNPs
in predominantly White and Asian or affluent schools more often focused on benefits
to individual children, and on the beneficial impact of monetary contributions (Levy,
2018). This corresponds with previous research indicating that school fundraising is
less effective if donations do not directly impact the donor’s own children, or by
extension, the school community that they are a part of (Reddy, 2004). As with the
previous studies in this literature review, parent interviews were not an element of this
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study, providing an opportunity for further research to gain insight into parent
perceptions of this phenomenon.
A study conducted by Good and Nelson (2020) investigated the systems of
fundraising through school-based fundraising groups that have incorporated as
independent 501(c)(3) organizations in gentrifying Philadelphia public schools, in
order to understand what characterized the communities that created these groups and
what their priorities were. The researchers liken the growing reliance on private
fundraising in Philadelphia public schools to a similar pattern in the U. S. social
service sector, in which state investment is gradually replaced by a patchwork of
private funders in what is known as an emerging ‘shadow state” (Good & Nelson,
2020). Good and Nelson (2020) cite the social scientist Kodras’s (1997) definition of
this shadow state as occurring in three stages: (1) a reduction in benefits and services,
(2) a narrowing of government services from a national model to a local level, and (3)
a rise in the voluntary and non-profit sector to counteract the government reduction. A
major concern is that this results in the inequitable distribution of services, as all
localities don’t have the same capacity to provide resources (Good & Nelson, 2020).
The literature cited previously in this study certainly supports Good and Nelson’s
reference to this pattern occurring in public school fundraising (Brown et al., 2017;
Nelson & Gazley, 2014; Sattem, 2007), although Nelson & Gazley’s research
indicated that the growth was not directly related to reduced education funding.
Good and Nelson’s (2020) empirical study collected data on the 16 501(c)(3)
organizations supporting schools in the School District of Philadelphia (SDP),
including interviews with representatives and school and neighborhood demographics.
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Interviews revealed three common goals for these organizations: (1) fundraising to fill
gaps at individual schools, (2) creating support for attending neighborhood schools
among middle class residents who might otherwise choose a charter school, and (3)
acting as a fiscal agent on behalf of the school with autonomy from the school district
(Good & Nelson, 2020). The 501(c)(3)s typically were created and operated separately
from existing parent organizations, which were often made up of lower-income
African American parents who had been in the neighborhood for a long time. The
typical structure included collaboration with the school principal in order to determine
funding priorities, which generally included activities, enrichment programming, and
materials, but not the funding of teaching staff or other academic instruction (Good &
Nelson, 2020). Geographic analysis revealed a striking pattern in which the 501(c)(3)
organizations, situated in about 10% of the district’s schools, are concentrated in
neighborhoods with median incomes well above the city’s average; $71,609 compared
to $40,649. Additionally, the 501(c)(3) organizations occur more frequently in areas
where incomes are rising at a faster than average rate and where the non-Hispanic
White population is growing the fastest (Good & Nelson, 2020). These neighborhood
patterns repeat in the schools themselves, where schools with fewer students in
poverty and more White students are more likely to have a school-supporting
501(c)(3). A relevant finding pointed to the motivation behind fundraising for many of
these groups: the view that the supplemental fundraising that these organizations
provide ultimately builds support for public schools, as the additional resources and
engagement serve to encourage middle-class parents to choose their neighborhood
schools (Good & Nelson, 2020). However, the interviews did not reveal
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acknowledgement of potential unintended consequences, in terms of inequitable
distribution of funds or the stratification of SDP schools.
Fundraising Governance Towards Equity
In a small number of school districts, policies or practices governing the
appropriate use of fundraised dollars with the intention of addressing inequities have
been implemented. The next portion of the literature review shares studies that provide
valuable context into the methods school districts have used in their attempts to disrupt
the patterns of inequitable fundraising, but a gap in the research remains when
considering whether these methods have been successful at achieving their goals.
The most common iterations of these fundraising equity policies involve either
limiting or capping allowable uses of private funds, or requiring an element of fundsharing between schools within a district. The following section investigates various
examples of policies identified in the literature that were created to address
fundraising equity concerns.
Private Fundraising as a ‘Club Good’
Schaller and Nisbet (2019) developed their ‘club goods’ framework using
public choice theory to investigate the trend of increased parent fundraising to
compensate for ever-tightening public school budgets. The researchers looked at the
way private fundraising can turn education into a “club good,” meaning that members
of a bounded community, a school in this case, privately pay for enhanced services
that would typically be publicly funded, and these enhancements are only available to
the members of that community (Schaller & Nisbet, 2019). This research presents two
case studies in which education policies were enacted in order to regulate private
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money in public school districts in an effort to ‘de-club’ education in these situations.
One district is Portland Public Schools (PPS), where a portion of funds raised to hire
additional staff within a school must be contributed to a pool of money that is
redistributed to other schools in the district based on a formula identifying need. The
other is Santa Monica Malibu United School District (SMMUSD), where donations
were pooled across the district and redistributed equally using a per-student allocation.
Researchers conducted phone interviews with six stakeholders in the two districts,
including active parents, foundation representatives, and school board members,
which were triangulated through document analysis (Schaller & Nisbet, 2019).
The researchers identified political pressure that educational leaders face when
creating policies to mitigate the acknowledged inequities in private fundraising for
public schools, as districts have experienced pushback from parents who benefit from
fundraising (Schaller & Nisbet, 2020). Both districts examined in this case study
shored up limited public school budgets by allowing private dollars to pay for
additional staff, attempting to benefit from the generosity of donors while
redistributing funds to address the disparities (Schaller & Nisbet, 2019). However,
concerns remain that collective efforts for improving public services such as the
enhancement of resources in an individual public school reduces pressure on
governmental agencies to provide equitable services and improve funding overall
(Schaller & Nisbet, 2019). Key challenges to the implementation of fundraising equity
policies that arose from the research included the actual design of the policies and
practices in order to direct funds beyond individual school communities, the regulation
and transparency of spending in the various private fundraising organizations, and the
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political resistance to the philosophy that funds need to be regulated or redistributed in
the first place (Schaller & Nisbet, 2019). The researchers believed that these policies
had potential to shift parents’ thinking towards collective goals that benefit a wider
community, but they are just one aspect of the reforms needed to de-club public
education. In their view, further work to improve equity through school assignment
and enrollment policies and public funding allocation was also required (Schaller &
Nisbet, 2019).
Per-Student Equal Allocation of District-Wide Fundraising
One study explored a fundraising redistribution proposal that was developed
and eventually implemented in 2002 in the Palo Alto Unified School District
(PAUSD) in California (Reddy, 2004). This proposal prohibited fundraising for FTE
in individual schools, as the practice had been resulting in increasing disparities in the
district. Instead, funds used to hire staff would only be raised at the district level, with
funds distributed equally to schools on a per-student basis (Reddy, 2004). Reddy
(2004) investigated the arguments for and against the proposed funding redistribution
that were prevalent during the years of community engagement and discussion prior to
the implementation of the new policy. The research indicated that the most common
arguments against the policy included (1) that parents had a right to contribute to their
own child’s education; (2) that donors’ giving, incentivized by their close relationship
with the school community, resulted in increased resources overall, and (3) that a
district-wide system would “discourage fundraising and encourage inaction” (Reddy,
2004, p. 260). The arguments in support of the policy, on the other hand, focused on
equitable educational opportunity as a priority. Proponents of the policy also looked to
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a sense of community to bolster their point of view, stating that donors should
consider the entire district as one community (Reddy, 2004). Reddy (2004) argues that
the policy doesn’t go far enough, as even a system that shares funds across PAUSD
exacerbates inequities between Palo Alto, itself a fairly affluent district serving a
predominantly White and Asian population, and neighboring districts without the
same level of resources. This research focused on the period prior to the
implementation of the fundraising redistribution requirement in PAUSD, and therefore
does not provide insight into the impact of the policy, both in terms of the funding
allocation or the views of parents once the policy was in place.
Policy Models
Further review of the literature detailed a number of other policies that public
school districts have used to regulate private fundraising. While no two school districts
seem to operate in precisely the same way, there are a few primary policy strategies:
pooling and redistributing funds at the district level, disallowing fundraising for
defined essential educational expenditures, and capping individual school fundraising
(Going, 2018; Nisbet, 2021). As described earlier in this section, Palo Alto Unified
School District and Santa Monica Malibu United School District utilized models that
allowed fundraising for staff positions only at the district level (Reddy, 2004; Schaller
& Nisbet, 2019). Bellevue, Washington implemented a variation that included a
mechanism for districts to allocate funding for up to one full-time employee per school
from a centralized funding pool (Nisbet, 2021). Fundraising inequity has also been
addressed through capping fundraising within schools. For example, Newton,
Massachusetts schools only allow private fundraising for allowable expenses such as
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technology up to a specific per-student limit (Nisbet, 2021). Another district set
school-wide limits on fundraising, with any additional funds going into a centralized
foundation for redistribution (Going, 2018).
School-Based Fundraising for Staff. Many districts, including examples in
California and Texas, do not allow private funds to pay for teaching staff at all. In
other areas, like New York City, private funds may only pay for teachers outside of
the core subjects of English, math, history, and science (Cargile, 2021; Goldstein,
2017). Newton, Massachusetts and Bellevue, Washington are examples of school
districts that do not allow private dollars to fund core educational resources such as
staff, textbooks, professional development, or other “restricted core curriculum” for
individual schools (Nisbet, 2021). Schools that do raise funds for staff indicate that
doing so gives them an advantage in hiring and maintaining quality teachers, because
they are able to hire earlier in the process before “the best candidates have usually
been snapped up” and offset budget cuts that can mean losing positions (Friends of
Lincoln, 2019). The research shows that quality teachers are the number one in-school
factor impacting student achievement, particularly for low-income students and
students of color (Chetty et al., 2014; Goldhaber, 2016). While the disparity in sheer
fundraising dollars is apparent, this inequity may be particularly consequential the
resources when the private funds are used to increase staffing levels (Brown et al.,
2017; Sattem, 2007; Smith, 2014), as high-poverty schools cannot rely on fundraising
to secure the best staff the way that more affluent schools can. While meta-analyses of
the literature on the academic impact of class size demonstrate mixed results (Biddle
& Berliner, 2002; Egelson et al., 2002; Ready, 2008), reduced class size is also often a
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powerful motivator for school-based fundraising focused on hiring additional teachers,
as many parents value the classroom environment and relationship development in a
smaller student/teacher ratio (Bascia, 2010; Graue et al., 2007). The research most
often shows academic benefits of small class size for economically disadvantaged
students and students of color, particularly in kindergarten through 2nd grade (Chingos
& Whitehurst, 2011; Ready, 2008; Word et al., 1990), but these students are typically
concentrated in the schools that are least likely to have the capacity to fundraise for the
additional staff necessary to reduce class sizes. This evidence contributes to the
philosophy behind restricting the use of fundraising dollars for staffing, as
foundational educational needs such as public school teaching staff should be
allocated equitably through public funding (Schaller & Nisbet, 2020; Winton, 2019).
Community Perceptions of Fundraising
Relatively few studies have investigated parents’ perceptions of the impact of
school fundraising on the social or cultural elements of a community, but ethnographic
studies conducted by a few seminal researchers, Winton (2019) and Posey-Maddox
(2016), have provided careful analysis. In both cases, their studies illustrate how
fundraising may unintentionally exacerbate existing inequities in the public school
system.
Fundraising System Analysis
Winton’s (2019) policy analysis provided a critical look into the social
organization of school fundraising from the perspective of a member of the parent
community, conducted through institutional ethnography. Building on her own
experience as a parent and elementary school teacher in Canada, Winton (2019)
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systematically gathered school communication relating to fundraising over a threeyear period, including emails, newsletters, paper flyers, and social media posts. A
second set of documents included formal and informal school district policies at the
local and province level, and data collection also involved a series of interviews with
three parents involved in school councils, a teacher, two retired principals, and a
central office staff member. Finally, Winton (2019) attended community meetings and
fundraising events, collecting handouts and participating in informal conversation, and
gathered official meeting minutes from council meetings.
Policy and outreach documents from the Ontario Ministry of Education (OME)
emphasized parents’ responsibility for children’s success through school involvement.
But the nature of that involvement has changed, as public school budgets were
negatively impacted by a set of 1997 reforms and the pressure to participate in
fundraising increased (Winton, 2019). OME and Toronto local district policies related
to school fundraising were vague about how private dollars could be used. Policy
language only specified that fundraising was to be used for enhancement or
enrichment of programs or incentives, not basic educational requirements, a sentiment
that was reflected in school communication to parents (Winton, 2019). But school
principals were often left to define what was basic or essential, as it was their role to
approve fundraising expenditures. Interviews with parents and former principals
indicated that this responsibility led to problems: principals in low-income schools felt
constrained by the ability of their communities to fundraise, while principals in
affluent areas faced either political challenges to implementing an equity focus, or
undue influence from parents who felt entitled to input based on their contributions
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(Winton, 2019). The findings indicated that the fundraising policies contributed to an
environment of ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ among Toronto schools, with middle-class
families as the primary beneficiaries of school fundraising (Winton, 2019).
Fundraising in Gentrifying Schools
Posey-Maddox’s (2016) exploratory study of Chicago parents seeking to
improve their children’s diverse public schools aimed to investigate “how
economically advantaged parents—influential actors in urban educational
landscapes—understand, negotiate, and shape the increasingly blurred lines between
public and private in urban schooling” (p. 197). This research focused on in-depth
interviews with 10 parents who had been actively involved in school fundraising
organizations within gentrifying Chicago public schools. Interviews focused on school
volunteerism, views on school funding, and involvement in school parent
organizations. Additional data collection occurred via informal conversations with
parents and principals at school events focused on school transformation, recorded in
field notes (Posey-Maddox, 2016). These interviews and conversations led to a
narrowed focus on fundraising as a key element of economically advantaged parents’
influence in their public schools.
Parent interviews indicated a belief that increased numbers of middle- and
upper-class parents in the urban public schools would result in increasing quality for
all students in the system. In the schools attended by the children of the parents
interviewed in the study, noticeable demographic shifts had been occurring due to
neighborhood gentrification, with the younger grades enrolling increasing numbers of
affluent White students from the surrounding neighborhoods while the upper grades
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primarily enrolled Hispanic transfer students. As these demographic shifts were
occurring, the schools often showed a corresponding rise in fundraising efforts,
initially due to the loss of public funding resulting from the reduced number of
economically disadvantaged students (Posey-Maddox, 2016). Parents suggested that
the existence of robust fundraising provided middle- and upper-class parents a sense
of security that their school would be able to maintain desired programming even with
reduced public funding. Some top fundraising schools went beyond maintaining
existing programming; using fundraised dollars to establish extras that would be
appealing to these parents, further enhancing the desirability of a small subset of the
district’s schools (Posey-Maddox, 2016).
The author raised questions about the dangers of public schools relying on a
volatile funding source such as parent contributions, especially in light of the
inequitable distribution of the economic capital as well as the social and cultural
capital involved in schools with concentrated privilege (Posey-Maddox, 2016). Parents
with the economic capital to raise large amounts of money for their public schools also
exhibited social and cultural capital as they participated in the processes involved in
both raising and spending these funds, raising concerns about how this private
fundraising may influence decision-making (Posey-Maddox, 2016).
Alternate Perspectives in the Literature
The recent literature on fundraising discussed thus far in this review often
centers on the inequities between schools with differing fundraising capacity. A
smaller subset of the research acknowledges the rapid growth in private fundraising
for public schools as an opportunity to ensure that students have access to educational
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resources even in the face of government shortfalls. Some of these studies are
discussed here.
Spangler’s (2017) dissertation thoroughly investigating the rise of schoolsupporting non-profit fundraising organizations in Pennsylvania aligns with many of
the foundational observations described in this study—state and local funding sources
for education are increasingly inadequate and often inequitable, and private
fundraising has grown dramatically in response. However, based on the assumption
that public funding will continue to be insufficient to provide the necessary level of
quality education, this study uses the dramatic growth in school-supporting non-profits
and private fundraising for public education as evidence that private fundraising is the
way forward to maintain quality services and resources for students. Spangler’s (2017)
research uncovers a trend in Pennsylvania that contrasts the prevalent research
showing that fundraising is concentrated in affluent communities; rather, this study
indicates that in Pennsylvania, per-student funding raised by foundations supporting
the wealthiest quartile of schools was only half as much as the per student amount
raised to support students in the highest poverty districts. Spangler’s (2017)
conclusions focus on strategies to increase fundraising capacity in Pennsylvania
school districts, as the researcher does not think it is realistic to expect increased
public funding. Pennsylvania’s concentrated fundraising in low-income districts
provides an opportunity for further research, raising questions about whether the way
the fundraising has been structured played a role in reversing the trend demonstrated
in most available evidence showing the same communities who benefit from education
budgets that tie local school funding to property taxes as the ones with the capacity to
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fundraise large amounts (Brown et al., 2017; Good & Nelson, 2020). It would be
interesting to learn whether fundraising policies were involved to ensure that
Pennsylvania’s growing foundation fundraising structure didn’t further exacerbate the
problem of inequitable funding in that state. Even so, when the solution is to give up
on adequate or robust public funding of services like education in pursuit of private
dollars, we risk losing the ability to maintain a system of education as a public good
altogether.
In contrast with Spangler’s (2017) findings, Busch (2012) warns districts that
based on the evidence in Michigan, the site of his study, revenue from schoolsupporting foundations cannot be expected to make up for shortfalls in public school
funding. However, the interviews that were conducted with Michigan foundation
leaders and superintendents indicate that districts may benefit in non-financial ways
from relationships with education foundations, such as community engagement, an
active volunteer base, and visibility and support for district programs (Busch, 2012).
This study did not investigate whether the financial and non-financial benefits were
felt differently in various communities, and also did not seek out participants from
communities without education foundations, so while these benefits may be important,
the equity impacts for Michigan’s public education systems were not considered.
A multiple case study identifying strategies used by primary schools in
England that successfully engaged in fundraising was based on the assumption that
school fundraising was a positive practice that served to benefit the schools involved
and should be replicated when possible (Body, 2017). One element of successful
fundraising uncovered in the study included “creating a fundraising narrative” (Body,
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2017, p. 7) to highlight benefits such as using the additional funding to go above and
beyond what is provided by the government, and the ability to invest in efforts such as
early intervention that have both educational and community benefits. One volunteer
cited in this study stated, “The reality is, if we want to provide the best for our children
we have to bring in extra, but it doesn’t feel like a fair system” (Body, 2017, p.6).
While the study celebrates the additional resources that fundraising provides to some
school communities, it also recognizes that there is an underlying question of whether
schools should be expected to fundraise to meet these needs at all, especially when
acknowledging the varied capacity for successfully undertaking fundraising work
(Body, 2017).
An oft-cited opinion piece written for the American School Board Journal
argued that despite school foundation fundraising leading to inequity in schools, that
increasing regulation of fundraising would be detrimental to public schools overall
(Frankel & Merz Frankel, 2007). The position stated in this paper was that regulating
or redistributing private fundraising would result in affluent parents leaving the public
school system, which would contribute to a two-tiered education system rather than
schooling as a unifying equalizer in society. The authors stated that “this may mean
that we must come to tolerate a certain level of inequity” (Frankel & Merz Frankel,
2007, p. 31), in order to maintain the benefits that come from encouraging affluent
families to continue to enroll in and support public schools.
Finally, one study investigating the growing impact of private funds on public
school finance suggests state legislation, rather than district policy, as the most
effective way to address potential inequities (Frisch, 2017). The researcher found that

59

legislative efforts have not kept pace with the rapidly increasing private fundraising
that is directed towards public schools. Because state legislatures are the primary
entity governing school funding, private fundraising is a logical addition to the
centralization and equalization of funds that states currently employ to disrupt the
relationship between socioeconomic status and school funding (Frisch, 2017). Leaving
this issue for individual school districts to manage does not address the distinct
disparities between school districts. While acknowledging the potential inequities in
parent fundraising, Frisch (2017) cautions that eliminating this source of revenue
altogether is not the answer. She argues that the current economic reality is that few
states are able to fully fund education, and thus encouraging private citizens to
financially support the institution of public school in a way that accounts for and
disrupts troubling patterns in the socioeconomic distribution of these private dollars
may be an appropriate compromise (Frisch, 2017).
The Research Gap
Information about public school district policies or practices related to
fundraising, donations, or gifts is often hard to come by. Often, guidelines for schoolbased fundraising are not codified in policy, even when they are actively practiced and
acknowledged on school websites and in the media. Further, while recent attention has
been paid to exploring and describing various policy models designed to counteract
inequities stemming from private fundraising, there is less detail available about the
impact of the various policies. The body of research would benefit from increased
evidence of the impact of fundraising policies on available resources, educational
quality, inclusivity and school climate, and school stratification within public school
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districts. Also, the voices of parents in the districts who operate within these policies
are often missing from the literature. A thorough understanding of how parent
organizations influence their community’s attitudes around fundraising and how
parents react to these policies after they are in place could provide valuable insight
into community support and buy-in for fundraising equity policies are developed. As
parent donations continue to grow to account for a larger share of education funding, it
is important to understand the influence and impact that fundraising policies may have
(Posey-Maddox, 2016).
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Chapter 3: Methodology
The following chapter discusses the chosen research design for this mixedmethods case study, which explored the impacts of a public school district’s
fundraising equity policy. The chapter includes the rationale for the methodology
selected, and justifies the elements of the case, including the selected school district
and the focus on particular participants and public data sets. Additionally, the chapter
will provide detail about the strategies used for the recruitment of participants as well
as for the collection and analysis of quantitative and qualitative data.
Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to explore the impact of a longstanding
fundraising equity policy on the distribution of fundraised dollars and the attitudes
expressed by parents in an urban public school district.. This urban district is located
in the Pacific Northwest and in 2021 served approximately 50,000 students. The
district’s fundraising policy states that parents may raise funds to pay for additional
teachers and other instructional staff, referred to as FTE (full-time equivalents), in
individual schools. This school-based fundraising for FTE must include a contribution
to a district fund that is redistributed to schools with at least 40% of the population
defined as underserved, and 15% of the population defined as economically
disadvantaged, under 2021 guidelines. The research will be guided by the following
questions:
1. In this public school district where policy requires a portion of fundraising
for FTE to be shared, what is the resulting financial distribution of schoolbased fundraising for FTE across district elementary schools?
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a. Is there a statistically significant relationship between this
distribution and school racial and socioeconomic demographics?
b. What is the difference in fundraising dollars allocated to schools
that fundraise a lot, a moderate amount, or a little?
2. In this district, what attitudes, beliefs and values are expressed by
participating parents about school-based fundraising in general and about
the district’s FTE fundraising policy specifically?
a. In what ways, if at all, do the expressed attitudes, beliefs and values
differ between parents in schools that fundraise a lot, a moderate
amount, or a little?
b. In what ways, if at all, do the expressed attitudes, beliefs, and
values differ in relation to the participants’ race, socio-economic
status, or level of education?
3. How do parents respond when presented with evidence of the current
distribution of fundraising dollars used to pay for staff?
Transformative Paradigm
I have chosen to situate this mixed-methods research in the transformative
paradigm, which directly addresses issues of power, social justice, and cultural
complexity through research that leads to action for reform that brings about social
change (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Mertens, 2007). This choice is based on the evidence
in the literature of the inequitable distribution of parent fundraising in public schools
that primarily serves to benefit White, affluent communities (Arsneault et al., 2013;
Brown et al., 2017; Sattem, 2007); I believe this is an issue that requires
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acknowledgement and discussion so that social change may occur. Previous research
has identified complex factors that have contributed to the widening disparities
between increasingly segregated public schools, including (but not limited to)
residential redlining, income inequality, generational wealth and poverty,
disproportionate access to school choice, and perceptions and misconceptions of
school quality (Putnam, 2015; Smrekar & Honey, 2015). My research aims to
acknowledge and understand the role of school-based fundraising as one of the
potential factors contributing to social injustice and societal inequality.
Research Design: Case Study
Case study design was a logical choice for the unique situation I chose to
study, as the research questions seek to understand a contemporary phenomenon
occurring in a specific context that can be bound in both time and place (Yin, 2018).
For my case, I have selected the specific context of one Pacific Northwest urban
school district that is an example of a contemporary phenomenon in that it has
employed a unique policy for addressing disparities in school-based fundraising for
the last 25 years. This provided an opportunity to learn how parents and school
communities have been impacted by this policy.
According to Yin (2018), a case study’s methodological features include (a)
suitability for studying situations with multiple variables of interest, (b) development
of theoretical propositions, similar to hypotheses, which guide the research design, and
(c) triangulation of multiple sources of data. My research design was guided by these
features. First, my research questions pointed to multiple variables of interest,
considering the relationship between independent variables such as socioeconomic
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status and racial demographics and a variety of dependent variables including
elements of the financial, social, and cultural impacts of the school district’s
fundraising policy. Second, I developed propositions to guide the study, based on my
theoretical framework, the literature reviewed in Chapter 2, and my own experiences
and observations. Third, the study relied on a variety of sources of data, forming the
basis for the quantitative and qualitative portions of this mixed methods study. These
included public datasets that demonstrate the financial impact of the school district’s
fundraising policy by showing both the distribution of fundraised dollars and the
demographics of the schools that received the funds, quantitative and qualitative
survey data, and in-depth interview data investigating parent perceptions of the impact
of fundraising in their schools. These diverse sources provided ample opportunity to
triangulate data to establish a rich portrait of the complexities involved.
Methodology
I have chosen to address my research questions using a mixed methods case
study design incorporating both quantitative and qualitative methodology. Within the
transformative paradigm, the mixed methods methodology serves to identify and
address an issue of inequality in society through strategies that combine quantitative
outcomes with qualitative community perspectives in order to pursue social change
(Mertens, 2007). The integration of quantitative data with qualitative exploration
reduces the potential for misleading results that can come from a single method that
may be less likely to identify the role of the power hierarchy that is reflected in
society, and thus the research process (Mertens, 2007). This mixed methods research
applied the convergence model of triangulation design, displayed in Figure 2, in which
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different but complementary data on the same topic are collected and analyzed
separately, and come together to validate, confirm, or corroborate the findings on a
single phenomenon (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2006). My study included the analysis
of the quantitative distribution of fundraising dollars and demographic population data
for included schools, and both quantitative and qualitative data from parent
participants gathered through surveys and follow-up interviews, all of which are
described in detail later in this chapter.
Figure 2.
Mixed Methods Triangulation Design: Convergence Model

Model from Designing and Conducting Mixed Methods Research by Creswell and Plano-Clark (2006).

This model is suited to my research, as the quantitative and qualitative portions of the
study are intended to investigate separate elements of a complex system and integrate
them into a well-substantiated conclusion (Creswell, 2006). Within the survey and
interview data that contribute to the qualitative portion of this study, I utilized an
explanatory sequential design, with quantitative and qualitative survey data collected
and analyzed in Phase 1 providing a foundation for the exploration of further
qualitative data that was collected in the Phase 2 interviews (Gay et al., 2012).
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Propositions
In order to create a foundation for the case study research design, Yin (2018)
suggests that researchers develop propositions that draw attention to the elements of
the topic that require examination in order to address the research questions, serving a
similar function as a hypothesis. These propositions reflect important theoretical
aspects of the study as well as point the researcher towards relevant evidence (Yin,
2018). My propositions were developed out of my theoretical framework, which is
primarily based on the tenets of Bourdieu’s (1986) social reproduction theory (SRT),
in which advantage is conferred to future generations through economic, social, and
cultural capital. The conceptual framework is also influenced by Gerald’s (2020)
altruistic shield theory, which defines the altruistic shield as a mechanism that allows
those who believe their actions to be altruistic to deny or defend themselves from
racialized impacts of their actions. Additionally, these propositions apply the evidence
found in the literature relevant to the case I am studying. I have formulated the
following propositions to guide my research:
•

Proposition 1, addressing Research Question 1: I posit that there will be a
statistically significant relationship between school demographics and the
amount of money received either through fundraising or grants that reflects
the national trends in which school-based fundraising primarily benefits
White, resourced communities (Brown et al., 2017). This proposition
would be confirmed if there are statistically significant (p < 0.05) negative
correlations between fundraising allocations and the percentage of students
identified as either historically underserved or economically disadvantaged.
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o Rationale for Proposition 1: This quantitative analysis attempts to
understand to what degree the district’s fundraising redistribution
requirement has impacted the distribution of funds by race and
socioeconomic status.
•

Proposition 2, addressing Research Question 2 and 3: I posit that there
will be differences in parent attitudes about fundraising in general and the
district’s fundraising redistribution policy that are related to participants’
racial or socioeconomic group and the level of fundraising occurring in
their affiliated school. This proposition would be confirmed if (1) there are
thematic differences in qualitative survey and interview responses that
align with school fundraising or demographic identification, and/or (2)
there are statistically significant (p < 0.05) differences in opinions
expressed in the quantitative survey responses about the fundraising policy
from parents affiliated with high, moderate, or low/no fundraising schools.
o Rationale for Proposition 2: Beliefs, values, and attitudes (habitus)
may vary based on the level of social or cultural capital
concentrated in a field such as a school community (Edgerton &
Roberts, 2014). For the purpose of this study, the norms and culture
about fundraising in different schools help define the field in which
parent capital has value. According to the literature, fundraising
may contribute to a school culture that is not inclusive for many
families of color and economically disadvantaged families (Lee &
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Bowen, 2006; Posey-Maddox, 2014), illustrating how a lack of
capital may have a negative impact depending on the context.
•

Proposition 3, addressing Research Question 2: I posit that parents who
like the policy, particularly those in schools that fundraise, view the
district’s requirement for sharing a portion of fundraised dollars not as a
burden, but rather an altruistic element that justifies the continued
fundraising for additional FTE in the communities that can afford to do so.
This proposition would be confirmed if interview responses from parents in
communities that participate in fundraising for FTE include this sense of
altruism as a benefit of their fundraising practices.
o Rationale for Proposition 3: According to Altruistic Shield Theory,
people may struggle to recognize their role in perpetuating inequity
if they view their actions as altruistic (Gerald, 2020).

•

Proposition 4, addressing Research Question 3: I posit that the data
showing the actual allocation of fundraised dollars after redistribution will
result in a shift in attitude for participants who believed that the policy was
having an equitable impact.
o Rationale for Proposition 4: To break through the altruistic shield,
Gerald (2020) recommends identifying the patterns that lead to
inequitable results. By allowing participants to identify patterns in
the financial data resulting from the redistribution of foundation
fundraising dollars, they may be more likely to see beyond the
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positive intent of the district’s fundraising policy when forming
their view on its impact.
Setting
The public school district that served as the case for this study was chosen due
to the district’s longstanding use of a fundraising equity policy requiring the sharing
and redistribution of a portion of school-based fundraising for additional staff (full
time equivalent or FTE). As data about the amount of money raised by each school
through local school foundations and redistributed is readily available to the public
beginning with the 2015/16 school year, the study was bound by the five-year period
spanning from 2015 through 2020. Additionally, I limited my data collection to K-5
and K-8 schools, as in this district, almost 75% of school-based fundraising for FTE
occurs at the elementary level (All Hands Raised, 2019).
The school district, referred to by using the pseudonym of Riverton School
District (RSD), is a large urban district in the Pacific Northwest, serving
approximately 50,000 students. Within RSD in 2020, just over 22% of students were
economically disadvantaged, and 44% were students of color. As a part of the
development of system-wide equity, RSD implemented a progressive school staffing
model that directs additional resources to schools that have been identified as the
highest need, including lower class size caps, additional specialists and assistants, and
increased staff in administration and library or media (RSD, 2021). Additionally, the
district has dedicated 8% of funding for instructional staff as Equity FTE, which is
allocated to schools based on socio-economic status and percentage of students from
historically underserved groups (RSD, 2021).
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In 1994, RSD established the fundraising policy that remains in place today, in
which volunteer-run groups called local school foundations (LSFs) are the only
school-based organizations allowed to raise funds for hiring additional staff at
individual schools (RSD, 1994). This policy requires that any LSFs raising funds to
hire extra FTE contribute one-third of those dollars (after the first $10,000 raised) to a
central fund; that fund is then distributed to schools eligible for grants based on the
school population’s racial and socio-economic demographic data (The Fund for RSD,
n.d.). As of 2021, RSD reported that 42 of its 81 schools operated an LSF, although in
the 2019/20 school year, only 34 of those raised over $10,000, the threshold to require
a contribution to the central fund (The Fund for RSD, 2020). Of the 34 schools that
contributed to the central fund, 25 were elementary or K-8 schools. Notably, other
school-based organizations that raise funds for purposes other than FTE, such as PTAs
and booster clubs, are not subject to the same contribution requirements.
Participants
This case study used purposive sampling to identify survey and interview
participants limited to parents of students enrolled in kindergarten through Grade 5 in
RSD’s 57 K-5 or K-8 schools, in alignment with the quantitative data set. Studies have
shown that elementary school is the peak of parent engagement (Child Trends, 2016),
so this participant criteria was intended to maximize the potential for parents’
engagement and thus familiarity with their school’s fundraising practices.
In the 2020/21 school year, there were 21,836 students enrolled in grades K-5;
assuming that some of these students are siblings and a student may have more than
one guardian, I estimated that the potential population for my research was between
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30,000 and 40,000 people. According to Gay et al. (2012), a sample size of 400 survey
participants would be adequate to create confidence in the results, with increased
confidence with a sample of 500 participants. Therefore, my goal was to survey 500
parents of elementary school students in RSD, as there are diminishing returns on
confidence in the results after that point (Gay et al., 2012). Only 238 participants
submitted valid survey responses, resulting in a response rate of less than one percent
of the potential population. However, the sample size of 238 survey responses was
adequate to indicate statistical significance and thus address my research questions
appropriately.
In order to address my research questions, it was important to have
representation from school communities that participate in different levels of
fundraising. I therefore defined three stratified groups of elementary schools in the
district, based on levels of funds raised for FTE in the 2019/20 school year and asked
participants to provide their school name in order to be assigned to a group. Group 1
included the 11 schools that fundraised over $100,000 for FTE (approximately enough
to hire one additional licensed FTE); Group 2 included the 15 schools that raised
between $10,000 and $99,999, requiring a contribution to the district-wide fund, and
Group 3 included the 31 schools that fundraised less than $10,000.
To increase levels of participation and reduce the impact of sampling bias, I
offered a drawing for a gift card to motivate parents to participate even if they did not
have previous interest or knowledge of the topic of school fundraising (Gay et al.,
2012). I reached out to leaders in parent volunteer organizations in the district’s
elementary schools based on publicly available contact information with a request to
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share my survey through their parent communication channels such as school
Facebook pages, Google groups, and other communication apps. As the ongoing
COVID-19 pandemic limited in-person meetings for most public school communities
in the region, I was unable to attend public events to share the survey, so the
distribution was through online formats. I kept track of responses so that I knew where
the survey had been shared, and I followed up through school community members to
increase the number of school communities with access to the survey. Additionally,
study information and the survey link were posted on regional district message boards
on social media. The survey remained open until I had an adequate number from each
subgroup for statistical analysis (Gay et al., 2012). This resulted in a total of 280
survey responses from 52 out of the 57 potential schools, 238 of which answered
enough of the questions to be included in the analysis.
At the conclusion of the survey, participants were asked if they were willing to
share more on the topic of school fundraising in an interview. Those that answered yes
were taken to a separate survey where they could provide their contact information
along with information that allowed me to select participants that demonstrated a
range of perspectives on the district fundraising policy. I eliminated volunteers with
whom I had a personal relationship. Based on the volunteer survey responses, I used
intensity sampling to select 17 interview participants from each of three subgroups
who illustrated a range of perspectives that were information rich (Creswell & Poth,
2018). This range of perspectives was achieved by identifying three groups of varying
opinions: 1. People who supported the fundraising policy, 2. People who did not
support the fundraising policy, and 3. People who were neutral on the fundraising

73

policy. Additionally, participants with experience volunteering in their schools were
prioritized in order to ensure feedback was gathered from those with in-depth
knowledge of the parent community in their schools. Due to the smaller group of
participants participating in interviews, I created two groups based on fundraising:
parents from schools that fundraised for staff and parents from schools that did not
fundraise for staff. Information gathered from the participants is displayed in Table 1
below.
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Table 1
Participant Characteristics
School Group

Pseudonym

Attitude
about Policy

Volunteer Role

Andrea

Positive

Foundation President

Bonnie

Positive

Parent Volunteeer

Christina

Neutral

Danielle

Neutral

Foundation Auction
Chair
PTA President

Evelyn

Neutral

Parent

Frances

N/A

PTA President

Gloria

Negative

Parent Volunteer

Hannah

Negative

PTA President

Isabel

Negative

Foundation Auction
Chair

Jen

Positive

Parent

Kjersten

Positive

Parent Volunteer

Lucas

Neutral

PTA Treasurer

Miranda

Negative

PTA President

Nick

Negative

PTA Treasurer

Olivia

Negative

Equity Committee Chair

Patricia

Negative

Parent

Quinn

Negative

PTA Fundraising Chair

Schools that
Fundraised for Staff

Schools That Did
Not Fundraise for
Staff
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Additionally, interview volunteers provided their racial/ethnic identification
within the interview. In order to maintain participant anonymity, these racial
identifiers were not connected to other characteristics, but for transparency with
regards to the racial representation of the participants, this group included ten White
parents, two Black parents, two Latinx parents, two Multi-racial parents, and one
Asian parent.
Data Collection
Using the convergence model of triangulation design (Creswell & Plano-Clark,
2006), my mixed methods research relied on the integration of several complementary
datasets that investigated two primary elements of the impact of school-based
fundraising for FTE: the distribution of fundraising dollars across the district’s 57
elementary schools, and attitudes about fundraising in general, and in relation to the
redistribution policy specifically, expressed by the parents of students in these schools.
The financial distribution research was quantitative correlational research, while the
study of parent attitudes included both quantitative and qualitative elements.
According to Yin (2018), a good case study relies on many sources of evidence with
complementary advantages, including documentation, archival records, and
interviews, all of which were utilized here. The overview of the complementary data
that were collected and analyzed are displayed in Figure 3 and described below.
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primary data sources were archival public data sets published as PDFs by RSD in the
2015/16 through 2019/20 school years, which included annual reports of funds raised
by local school foundations, annual grant allocations, and individual school enrollment
and demographic data. Each school year in the 5-year data collection period included
the following variables:
•

Independent variables: School racial demographics and the number of students
eligible for free and reduced price lunch by direct certification, an identifier of
economic disadvantage.

•

Dependent variables: Total dollars raised by each school for FTE, and total
dollars each school received, including both fundraising dollars that remained
at the school after the required contribution, and dollars allocated to a school
through a grant from the central fund. Using school enrollment data, perstudent fundraising allocations were determined to control for the size of the
school.

Quantitative and Qualitative Data Collection: Parent Attitudes
In order to explore parent attitudes around fundraising in RSD, both
quantitative and qualitative data was collected and analyzed, gathered through surveys
and interviews. This portion of the study utilized an explanatory sequential design,
with quantitative survey data collected and analyzed in Phase 1 providing a foundation
for the exploration of further qualitative data that was collected through interviews in
Phase 2 (Gay et al, 2012).
Ethical Considerations. Much of the data analyzed for this study was
collected from public sources and did not include personal identifying information.
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For the portions involving participants, approval was granted for all protocols by the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the University of Portland. Following this
approval, a written document containing a Qualtrics survey link was shared with the
individuals invited to participate in this study, who were over 18 years of age. Because
Qualtrics collected the user’s IP address and location data to reduce multiple
submissions of the survey, the survey was not truly anonymous, but no identifying
information was accessed from the Qualtrics data collection for this study and thus
will be considered anonymous going forward. The survey invitation provided
information about the goal of the study, privacy considerations, potential risks and
benefits, the right to end their participation in the survey at any time, researcher
contact information, and an explanation that voluntary participation in the survey
through the link provided indicates informed consent. This initial survey included a
question asking whether participants were willing to participate in a follow-up survey.
Because the initial survey asked for potentially sensitive personal opinions and
demographic information, interview contact information was collected through a
second link that was decoupled from the initial survey. In this way, the research
maintained the survey taker’s anonymity and allowed me to select interview
participants without knowing the content of their survey responses.
With permission from the participants, interviews were recorded and
transcribed using Zoom’s built-in features, using my secure account. Following the
interview, the video recording and transcript were downloaded to my passwordprotected OneDrive account on the University of Portland’s secure server and deleted
from Zoom. Following the interviews as closely as was feasible, I reviewed the Zoom
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transcription alongside the recorded interview to correct transcription mistakes and
remove all identifying information from the transcript. Once this was complete, the
video recording and original transcription containing identifiable information were
deleted to protect participants’ privacy, and the transcript utilizing pseudonyms was
stored in my OneDrive account as well as backed up on an external drive and stored in
a locked office. A record of interview participants’ contact information was stored
separately from any interview data or analysis.
Instruments. This study utilized two separate instruments to investigate parent
perceptions around fundraising and the fundraising redistribution policy. As existing
surveys exploring perceptions of fundraising could not be found in the literature, the
creation of this survey is described below. First, quantitative data was collected
through an electronic survey in Phase 1. In addition, this survey included a single
open-ended question for qualitative analysis. The survey also aided in identifying
participants that met the criteria specified for the purposive sampling used to select
interview participants.
Survey. This study utilized a cross-sectional survey, providing a single
snapshot of the attitudes parents exhibited about RSD’s fundraising policy (Gay et al.,
2012). Survey questions were developed to address the research questions and were
grounded in a careful review of the literature on parent involvement and fundraising.
To increase instrument reliability and validity, questions were carefully constructed to
maintain neutrality through avoiding potentially leading dichotomous questions and
using neutral framing (Dillman et al., 2014). Additionally, I obtained feedback on the
draft survey on content and survey design from expert reviewers, including nine
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doctoral students (Dillman et al., 2014). Finally, this survey went through pilot testing
with parents affiliated with RSD schools not included in the study, as these people
were representative of the study population. Pilot testers provided feedback on
individual items as well as their reactions to the survey overall, leading to minor
modifications for clarity.
Developed as an online questionnaire using Qualtrics software, the survey was
sent electronically to participants, with options to take the survey in English or
Spanish. Based on the languages most commonly spoken in RSD, the researcher paid
for the survey to be translated into Spanish in order to reach a wider audience of
participants. The survey consisted of 15 questions, all but one of which were closedended nominal and ordinal items, in order to keep the survey efficient for participants
and facilitate timely analysis (Gay et al, 2012); the full survey is included in Appendix
A: Online Survey Instruments. Survey questions have been structured to address the
following domains:
1. What prior knowledge, experience, and perceptions do parents have in
relation to the district’s fundraising policy? (Research Question 2)
2. What opinions do parents express about the ability to pay for FTE using
fundraising dollars? (Research Question 2)
3. How do parents respond to the district’s requirement that a portion of
fundraising will be shared? (Research Question 2)
4. How do parents view the impact of the district’s policy in their schools and
in the district? (Research Question 2)
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5. Do the responses differ in schools that participate in fundraising for extra
FTE and schools that do not? (Research Question 2a)
6. Do the responses differ in relation to the participant’s race or socioeconomic status? (Research Question 2b)
The survey began with collecting school enrollment data. Identifying school
affiliation allowed me to disaggregate the data into groups according to the level of
fundraising done at each school, in order to address Research Question 2a. Additional
questions about students’ grade level and number of years in the district were intended
to examine whether there were noticeable differences between parents who were
newer to the district and those with more years in the district; however this analysis
was determined to be out of scope for the work presented in this study and will be
presented in later research.
Next, the survey introduced the main points of the district’s fundraising
redistribution policy. Questions were formulated to present positive and negative
responses equally, to reduce bias (Dillman et al., 2014). Participants were then asked
to express their point of view about this policy using ordinal responses, such as:
•

Before taking this survey, how much did you know about this fundraising
policy?

•

§

I knew a lot about it

§

I knew the basics

§

I knew a little about it

§

I didn’t know about it

In your opinion, what is the overall impact of this policy in your school?

82

o Mostly positive
o Neutral
o Mostly negative
o I don’t know
The following multiple-choice questions were also included, allowing participants to
choose between several statements, with the option to write in if their view was not
represented.
•

Which statement best describes your opinion on school fundraising to pay for
teachers?
§

Communities should be allowed to fundraise to pay for teachers in their
own schools.

§

Communities should be allowed to fundraise to pay for some instructional
staff (i.e. instructional or media assistants) in their own schools, but not
certified teachers (i.e. classroom teachers, librarians, arts or P.E. teachers).

§

Communities should be allowed to fundraise to pay for teachers or staff at
the district level, not in individual schools.

•

§

Communities should not be allowed to pay for teachers at all.

§

I don’t know

§

Other (fill in)

Which statement best describes your opinion about the requirement to share
1/3 of funds with other schools?
§

The sharing requirement should stay the way it is.
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§

MORE money should be shared with other schools.

§

LESS money should be shared with other schools.

§

NO money should be shared with other schools.

§

Other: (write in)

The survey included only one open-ended question, which allowed participants to
explain their answer to the following question with an ordinal response:
•

•

Which statement best describes your position on the fundraising policy?
§

I really like the policy

§

I like the policy

§

I neither like nor dislike the policy

§

I dislike the policy

§

I really dislike the policy

(Optional) Why or why not?

The open-ended follow-up portion of this question was included to give participants
an opportunity to explain their answer to the previous question regarding their position
on the policy, since people may have a variety of reasons for supporting or not
supporting the policy.
The survey concluded with a set of demographic questions that have been
tested for reliability and validity by Lee and Bowen (2006). Research indicates that
demographic questions should be placed at the end of a survey to reduce the chance of
stereotype threat influencing participants’ responses (Fernandez et al., 2016). These
questions included racial and ethnic identity, education level, and income level to
allow for disaggregation of responses related to my research questions. At the end of
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the survey, a final question asked whether the researcher may contact the participant
for a follow-up interview, and those who responded in the positive were taken to a
second survey that was disconnected from the initial survey responses to maintain
anonymity. The second survey collected contact information and a few brief responses
that allowed me to identify appropriate representatives for intensity sampling as
described previously. This survey is also included in Appendix A: Online Survey
Instruments.
Interviews. Interviews were conducted with a subset of survey respondents that
represented parents indicating a range of attitudes about RSD’s fundraising
redistribution policy. Survey responses from participants who indicated willingness to
participate in an interview provided information that allowed me to identify
individuals for intensity sampling: those who are more likely to have in-depth
knowledge or strong opinions about the policy, including whether they have been
involved as a leader in fundraising activities or advocated for fundraising reform, and
their level of support for the policy (Creswell & Poth, 2018). The interviews were
conducted in a semi-structured open-ended format, with carefully worded questions
and probes established in order to address the following domains:
1. What beliefs and values are expressed by parents about school-based
fundraising in general? (Research Question 2)
2. What beliefs and values are expressed by parents about fundraising for
FTE specifically? (Research Question 2)
3. What do parents think about the fundraising redistribution policy in RSD?
(Research Question 2)
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4. What reactions do parents have to the quantitative data on the redistribution
of foundation fundraising dollars in accordance with the district’s policy?
Does this represent a shift in prior perceptions? (Research Question 3)
Interviews are considered one of the most important data collection tools for case
study research, as they provide an opportunity for in-depth exploration of the “how”
and “why” research questions that are often at the heart of case study research (Yin,
2018). As my research questions sought to understand parents’ attitudes around
fundraising with a redistribution requirement, the interviewee’s personal views were in
this case the main evidence gathered from the interview. The semi-structured
interview format allowed me to ensure that each participant addressed key topics in a
focused way that respected the participants’ time, while also allowing me to probe
unanticipated topics that were relevant to the theoretical framework and research
questions (Patton, 2002). Interview questions were peer-reviewed by nine doctoral
students and two professors, and three practice interviews were conducted with
individuals who met the study criteria but were affiliated with an excluded school.
Through these measures, the interview protocol was improved for clarity and flow.
The full interview protocol is included in Appendix B: Parent Interview Instruments,
and sample questions are provided below. The interview began with the following
background questions that laid the groundwork for the rest of the interview by asking
for straightforward information, including:
§

What elementary school does your student attend?

§

What grade(s) are they in?
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The next section included a brief set of yes or no questions that allowed the rest of the
interview to be tailored for efficiency, as certain later questions could be skipped if
these initial questions were answered in the negative. These included:
§

Does your elementary school do any fundraising? (If no, skip to #10 below)

§

Do you get communication from your school’s PTA or foundation about
fundraising? (If no, skip #9)

The conversation began with a non-controversial question that allowed the participant
to share descriptive information and establish rapport before probing further into
individual attitudes and beliefs through open-ended questions (Patton, 2002). Some
sample questions are included below:
§

What kind of fundraising activities happen at your school? (Give examples if
needed from school communication research: wrapping paper sales, fun run,
auction, annual appeal, community events, house parties)

§

What kinds of goals does your school have for fundraising? (Prompt if needed:
How much do they want to raise? What do they want to use it for?)

§

I’d love to hear your thoughts about the benefits or drawbacks of fundraising.
o What do you believe are the benefits, if any, of fundraising in your
child’s school?
o How about the drawbacks, if any?

§

In general, what do you think about the district’s fundraising policy? (Probe to
address the following elements: a. allows fundraising to hire teachers, b.
requires a portion to be shared, c. whether or not they support it)
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The interview concluded with my sharing an overview of the quantitative data
collected in Phase 1 that shows the distribution of fundraising dollars in district
elementary schools. After giving an opportunity for the interviewee to review the data
and ask clarifying questions, I asked the following questions, among others:
§

Was any of this new information for you?
o If so, does it change any of your thoughts about the policy at all?

§

According to The Fund for RSD (2020), the fundraising redistribution policy is
intended to “initiate ways that parent-led fundraising can transcend individual
school communities and make a broader, more equitable impact.” How well do
you think the policy is working?

I closed the interview by asking the participant if there were any other thoughts,
observations, or suggestions around school fundraising or the policy that they would
like to share before thanking them for their time and letting them know that I would
contact them once the analysis was written so that they were able to confirm that I
captured their responses accurately.
Interviews lasting approximately 45 minutes were conducted via Zoom. With
the permission of the interviewee, interviews were recorded using Zoom’s built-in
recording with backup audio recording via the researcher’s iPhone, as recorded
interviews provide increased accuracy (Yin, 2018). Zoom’s automatic transcription
was used for initial transcription, which I reviewed alongside the recorded video. In
this review, I removed identifying information such as names and school affiliation,
and corrected transcription errors while the interview was fresh.
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Data Analysis
Structured using the convergence model of triangulation, the main elements of
the analysis were conducted separately and then compared and contrasted in order to
develop an interpretation of the phenomenon that integrated the quantitative and
qualitative data (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2006). These elements, which are described
below, included (1) the quantitative analysis of the fundraising distribution and (2) the
analysis of parental attitudes through quantitative and qualitative survey data and
qualitative interview data. Within the analysis of parental attitudes, the study was
structured with an explanatory sequential design, using the findings from the
quantitative and qualitative survey data analysis to inform the focus of the interview
analysis (Gay et al., 2012).
Quantitative: Fundraising Distribution
In order to determine whether and to what degree a relationship existed between
the independent variables of race and socio-economic status within each of the
district’s 57 elementary schools and the amount of fundraising dollars that are raised
and distributed to the schools, I transferred five years of public data sets into SPSS for
correlational analysis. Demographic data included the following for each school:
•

Percentage of White students

•

Percentage of students considered members of historically underserved (HU)
racial groups

•

Percentage of students qualifying as economically disadvantaged (ED)

The historically underserved (HU) racial and ethnic demographic group, as defined in
Chapter 1, was utilized to align with public district data and to ensure adequate sample
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sizes for analysis, as many schools in this study served very small percentages of
students with some racial identities, specifically Black students, Native American
students, and Pacific Islander students. Economic disadvantage (ED) is defined in
Chapter 1 using direct certification eligibility. This measure was utilized rather than
the more familiar free and reduced lunch (FRL) eligibility, because several RSD
schools qualify for the community eligibility provision for the national school lunch
program, meaning that the school is reported as 100% FRL rather than the actual
percentage of students who qualify. Fewer students qualify for free meals through
direct certification than through FRL eligibility, but using the direct certification
measurement allows for a direct comparison between school communities, which is
necessary for this study. Using correlational analysis, I established correlational
coefficients for the following relationships shown in Table 2. Because of the wide
range of individual school enrollments, correlations were run using average perstudent fundraising and allocations in each school, rather than schoolwide totals,
allowing for a more direct comparison.
Table 2
Correlation Coefficients Between Demographic Variables and Fundraising Dollars
Per-Student Dollars
Fundraised
% White Students
% HU Racial Groups
% Economic Disadvantage
Note. n = 57
**p < .001

Per-Student Dollars
Allocated
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As this study was designed to test a hypothesis, it was necessary to establish whether
the relationships identified were statistically significant; for the purposes of this study
statistical significance was when p < 0.05 (Gay et al., 2012). Determining the
correlation coefficients in terms of their statistical significance allowed me to evaluate
whether the relationship between race, socioeconomics, and fundraising that has been
reported in the literature is echoed in this school district. Looking at the relationship
with fundraising both before and after redistribution helped answer my first research
question, which was to understand the financial impact of RSD’s fundraising policy.
Quantitative and Qualitative: Parent Attitudes About Fundraising
The analysis of the parent attitudes about fundraising included two data
sources: survey data and interview data, which were analyzed using an explanatory
sequential design within the larger convergence model. Survey data, which included
both multiple choice and scaled responses as well as one open-ended response, was
collected prior to conducting interviews, as interview participants were primarily
identified through the surveys. Due to crossover in the survey period and the
scheduling of interviews, some interviews were conducted prior to the conclusion of
the analysis of survey data; however, interview coding and analysis occurred after
survey analysis was complete. I identified elements of the survey data that required
further context and exploration through interviews in order to address the research
questions. This narrowed the focus of the analysis for this research to the interview
data specifically related to the district’s fundraising policy.
Survey. All but one of the survey questions were closed-ended, employing a
mix of drop-down menu, multiple choice, and scale type responses. Anonymous
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responses gathered through Qualtrics were downloaded for analysis in SPSS. Data was
first cleaned and variables were coded as nominal or ordinal.
Multiple Choice and Scaled Responses. Review of the survey data began with
descriptive statistics for each of the 12 quantitative survey questions, including
frequency counts and measures of central tendency, to identify broad patterns in the
data and check for errors. In order to disaggregate responses, the researcher used
demographic groups based on racial identity, income level, and education level, as
well as groups based on the level of fundraising in the school the participant is
affiliated with. Because the variables were all either nominal or ordinal, statistical
significance in the variation of responses between groups was identified through Chisquare testing using cross-tabulation. In order to ensure adequate sample sizes for Chisquare analysis, demographic categories were combined as follows (Muijs, 2011).
Racial categories were consolidated into two groups defined as White (n = 161), and
Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC) (n = 47) and income data was
consolidated into two groups, defined as Annual Household Income of Under
$100,000 (n = 53) and Annual Household Income of Over $100,000 (n = 140).
Education data could not be disaggregated due to sample size; 79% of respondents
were college-educated and 8% of respondents preferred not to respond to the question
about education level, leaving groups of fewer than 10 participants in the remaining
categories. Even when consolidated, there were only 15 participants who indicated
that they were not college-educated, so analysis based on level of education was not
conducted. Additionally, survey responses identifying the school that the participant’s
child attended was cross-referenced with the amount of fundraising done in each
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school to create groups based on fundraising level. However, 20 respondents did not
provide the name of their affiliated school. This resulted in cross-tabulation results
with fewer than 5 cases, and therefore Chi-square analysis based on fundraising level
only included those participants that could be assigned to a fundraising level group.
Several scaled survey responses were consolidated to ensure adequate sample
size for Chi-square analysis. This applied to the following survey questions. First,
parents were asked to indicate their position on using parent fundraising dollars to pay
for staff. Parents responded on a scale of one to five as follows:
•

(1) Parent fundraising should not be used to pay for teachers or staff at
all

•

(2) Parent fundraising should be allowed to pay for teachers or staff at
the district level, not in individual schools

•

(3) Parent fundraising should be allowed to be used to pay for some
instructional staff (i.e. instructional or media assistants) in their own
schools, but not certified teachers

•

(4) Parent fundraising should be allowed to pay for teachers or staff in
their own schools.

•

(5) Other (fill in)

These four responses were consolidated into 3:
•

(1) Parent fundraising should not be allowed to pay for staff at all;

•

(2) Parent fundraising for staff should only be allowed at the district level; and

•

(3) Parent fundraising for staff should be allowed in individual schools.
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Additionally, the text from the 26 respondents who selected “Other” and filled in
additional information was analyzed, and if appropriate, converted to a number on the
scale. For example, one respondent answered, “All money should go into one pot and
be distributed based on need.” This clearly aligns with the survey response
“Fundraising for staff should only be allowed at the district level” and was coded
accordingly. Ambiguous answers remained coded as “Other.” This analysis of the
open-ended responses resulted in 11 responses that were originally recorded as
“Other” being changed as follows: 3 responses were changed to (1) No fundraising for
staff should be allowed; 2 responses were changed to (2) Fundraising for staff should
only be allowed at the district level; and 6 responses were changed to (3) Fundraising
for staff should be allowed at individual schools. Records of the original responses
were maintained alongside the converted response counts.
Parents were also asked to indicate their level of support for the fundraising policy
on a scale of one to five with one being “Really dislike the policy” and five being
“Really like the policy.” These responses were consolidated into a three-point scale:
•

(1) Dislike the policy

•

(2) Neutral

•

(3) Like the policy

Finally, parents were asked to provide their opinion on the element of the
district’s fundraising policy that requires schools that fundraise to hire staff to share a
portion of those funds. This question provided respondents with the following options:
•

The sharing requirement should stay the way it is.

•

MORE money should be shared with other schools.
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•

LESS money should be shared with other schools.

•

NO money should be shared with other schools.

•

Other (write in)

These responses were consolidated into a 3-point scale:
•

The policy should require schools to share less, which included responses that
NO money should be shared;

•

(2) The policy’s sharing requirement should stay the same; and

•

(3) The policy should require schools to share more.

As with the previous question that provided an opportunity to provide a written
response, the text from the 31 respondents who selected “Other” and filled in
additional information was analyzed, and if appropriate, recoded as a number on the
scale. For example, one respondent answered “Less, maybe 20%.” This clearly aligns
with the survey response “The policy should require schools to share less” and was
coded accordingly. Another example is an instance in which the participant wrote,
“More money should be shared with other schools and there should also be limits
around the levels of private fundraising in public schools,” which was recoded as (3),
The policy should require schools to share more. Ambiguous answers were not
recoded. On this question, 15 out of 31 responses originally recorded as “other” were
changed as follows: 2 responses were changed to (1) The policy should require
schools to share less; 4 responses were changed to (2) The policy should stay the
same; and 9 responses were changed to (3) The policy should require schools to share
more.
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Open-Ended Response. Preliminary coding of the responses to the survey’s
one open-ended question, “What do you like or dislike about the fundraising policy?”
were first read for emergent ideas, which involved highlighting key words and phrases
in each response in order to group responses thematically (Saldaña, 2021). First cycle
coding included descriptive open coding to identify the basic topics addressed in the
responses (Creswell & Poth, 2018, Saldaña, 2021). Simultaneously, these topics were
sub-coded, as related concepts appeared in the data. The question asked parents to
identify what they liked and disliked about the policy, so the responses generally
expressed their attitudes about the policy, defined as “the way we think and feel about
ourselves, another person, thing, or idea” (Saldaña, 2021, p.168). In Second Cycle
coding, Pattern Coding was used to sort these attitudes into a list of 7 overarching
parent codes. Frequency counts of the parent codes identified through sub-coding were
as follows, with n indicating the number of participants whose responses were coded
with each parent code:
•

Dislikes about the policy (n = 92)

•

Suggestions about the policy (n = 79)

•

Likes about the policy (n = 65)

•

Ideal vs. reality (n = 45)

•

Need for government or district to fully fund schools (n = 26)

•

Need information (n = 17)

•

Potential consequences of reform (n = 6)

Finally, the seven parent codes were grouped into three broad categories, or
pattern codes:
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•

Parent attitudes about the district fundraising policy. Includes the following
parent codes:
o Likes about the policy
o Dislikes about the policy

•

Considerations of Alternatives. Includes the following parent codes:
o Suggestions about the district fundraising policy
o The need for the government or district to fully fund schools
o Potential consequences of policy reform
o Need for more information

•

Ideal Vs. Reality. A single parent code that included the following subcodes:
o Parents shouldn’t be ‘required’ to fundraise
o The policy is well-intended
o The policy doesn’t do enough
o The policy provides only the appearance of equity
o All schools should have access to the same kinds of resources
Frequency counts were conducted for parent codes and each subcode, which

are included in Appendix D: Survey Data. Frequency counts for individual subcodes
sometimes do not add up to the frequency count listed for the parent code. This
occurred when a participant mentioned more than one subcode under the same parent
code. For example, one parent code was defined as “Should share more,” with
subcodes indicating different suggestions for ways to share more. If a parent suggested
multiple ways to share more, each suggestion would be counted as a subcode, but their
response was only counted once for the parent code of “Should share more.”
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Interviews. Immediately following each interview, I recorded initial analytic
memos to capture emergent ideas that I heard from the participants (Creswell & Poth,
2018). Based on the survey analysis, interview data were narrowed only to include
questions that directly related to the district fundraising policy in the analysis.
Anonymized responses were uploaded to a coding platform called DeDoose, which
allowed responses to be linked to a set of descriptors identifying relevant participant
information. This included race, school fundraising level, attitude about the policy,
and volunteer roles the participant had held. Coding was conducted by reviewing
responses to a single question at a time, across all respondents. This coding method
was a bracketing strategy that allowed me to decontextualize participant responses and
focus only on a specific element of the perspective they provided. I first coded each
interview excerpt to identify which question was being addressed: a. Prior perceptions
of the policy, b. Post-data perceptions of the policy, c. Impact of policy, and d.
Suggestions. A list of a priori codes developed from the open-ended survey question
were relevant to the first interview questions, prior perceptions of the policy, and some
of these codes appeared in the interview data along with emergent codes. As the other
interview questions had a different focus, these were first coded descriptively to
identify the basic topics addressed in the responses (Creswell & Poth, 2018, Saldaña,
2021). Simultaneously, these topics were sub-coded into patterns, as related concepts
appeared in the data. Responses to each question were sorted into lists of overarching
parent codes and subcodes.
In preparation for second cycle coding, interview data was then sorted into two
groups: parents from schools that fundraise to hire additional staff, and parents from
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schools that do not. I utilized the constant comparative method for second cycle
coding, which allowed me to compare within individual interviews, between
interviews from the same group, and between interviews from different groups
(Boeije, 2002). The constant comparisons between these groupings allowed me to
investigate the social and cultural differences hypothesized in the case study’s
propositions, as well as identify theoretical properties as they emerged from the
interview data. Throughout this process, I merged or grouped similar codes, creating
new parent codes for core categories that emerged (Creswell, 2007; Glaser & Strauss,
1967). Once coding was complete, I transferred the codes generated from the
responses to individual questions into an excel spreadsheet that grouped responses by
participant and by fundraising level. This allowed me to systematically identify
patterns both within groups and between groups. Coded responses to each question
were reviewed one group at a time; first from parents in schools that fundraise for
staff, and then from parents in schools that did not fundraise for staff, in order to
highlight similarities and differences in responses both within and between groups.
The final section of the interview data, determining whether parents had
displayed a perception shift, involved a third cycle of coding in which Magnitude
coding was used to identify the direction and intensity of parents’ perceptions of the
fundraising policy prior to and after the data presentation (Saldaña, 2021). These
codes were then compared, again looking at the two groups separately and then
comparing the groups to each other.
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Role of the Researcher
This case study involving qualitative research required careful attention to my
own influences and biases as a researcher (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). I came to the
topic of the impact of the district’s fundraising equity policy through my experience as
an involved parent of two elementary-aged children. I grew uncomfortable with the
increasing pressure to donate within the predominantly White, affluent school that my
children attended. As my volunteer work in the district brought me into contact with a
variety of school communities, I began to realize that the fundraising practices in my
school were not universal. I wondered whether the district’s policy was doing enough
to mitigate the inequities that I saw. I connected with other parents with the same
questions, and we began working towards policy reform. In this work, I have
presented public comment in board policy meetings and shared information in school
community meetings that reflect my personal views and advocacy around the topic of
public school fundraising and the district policy that is the subject of this study.
Research Standards
While my personal experiences influenced the development of my conceptual
framework, case selection, research questions, and propositions, the acknowledgment
of my assumptions reminded me to constantly build strategies to reduce bias and
increase trustworthiness in my data collection and analysis, which are described
below. In order to promote validity, trustworthiness, and credibility in this mixed
methods case study, several recommended strategies were employed in the design of
the data collection and analysis. It was very important to me that the data that I
collected reflected only the perspectives of the participants and was not influenced by
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my own views. The steps that I took to bracket my positionality and increase
trustworthiness of the data were embedded throughout the research design and are
described below.
Instrumentation
In the creation of my survey and interview instruments, steps taken to maintain
neutrality included the following as recommended by Dillman et al. (2014):
•

Questions guided by a review of the literature to reflect research questions

•

Maintained neutrality in survey questions by avoiding dichotomous questions
and using neutral framing

•

Peer and expert review that included feedback from nine doctoral students and
four professors

•

Pilot testing by eight RSD parents who did not meet the survey criteria

•

Separation between sensitive confidential survey data and identifiable
interview volunteer information

•

Inclusion of demographic questions at the end to reduce stereotype threat
(Fernandez et al., 2016)

Participants
The survey was not distributed to parents in the school that my children
attended and where I was actively involved as a volunteer. Steps taken to reduce bias
when recruiting participants from other schools included the distribution of the survey
invitation via parents within individual school communities, providing a level of
distance from my own position in the district, and the offer of a gift card to encourage
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participation from individuals who may not have otherwise participated in a survey on
the topic of school fundraising.
When selecting interview volunteers, I first eliminated any volunteers with
whom I had a personal relationship prior to the study. Interview volunteers in this case
study were asked to provide background information so that I could choose
participants with purposeful attention to maximum variation in a variety of
categories—expressed point of view, level of fundraising at the participant’s school,
and demographic groups—to represent a range of perspectives, including those that
might provide disconfirming evidence (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Merriam & Tisdell,
2015; Yin, 2018).
Triangulation
Triangulation was a key element of the design of this study, as multiple data
sources (public archived data sets, survey and interview responses) and data collection
methods were compared and integrated for analysis (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). For
example, quantitative survey data was presented alongside relevant topics addressed in
the open-ended survey responses to highlight similarities and differences that appeared
in the data. The quantitative findings about the distribution of fundraised dollars were
a key element of the interview data collection, as participants were asked to respond to
the information presented. Additionally, codes created from the open-ended survey
data were used as a priori codes in the first cycle interview coding to draw parallels in
the two data sources. For each of these sources of data, I provided rich, thick
description of the context to provide future researchers with the necessary background
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to determine whether my work may transfer into other situations (Lincoln & Guba,
1985).
Analysis
The meticulous records and memos kept during data analysis served as a tool
for critical self-reflection to identify and eliminate my potential bias and assumptions.
Additionally, this serves to increase confirmability through an audit trail that provides
a consistent record necessary to follow the steps taken to reach my conclusions
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2015; Rudestam & Newton, 2015). These included:
•

Dedoose software used to systematically code qualitative data in two
cycles for survey responses and three cycles for interviews

•

Analytic memos captured after each interview for emergent ideas

•

As a bracketing strategy, coded interview responses by individual
question rather than one participant at a time to decontextualize the
content of the responses prior to comparing responses based on
fundraising level

•

Researcher memos describing coding processes such as combining,
reducing, and grouping codes (Creswell, 2007; Rudestam & Newton,
2015)

•

Constant comparative coding of interview responses to identify
common themes, contrasting views, and outliers both within groups
and between groups (Creswell, 2007; Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

•

Magnitude coding directly comparing language used by participants to
describe their attitude about the policy before and after the data was
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shared to identify shifts in the direction or intensity of attitudes
(Saldaña, 2021)
•

Member checking by providing a summary of interview analysis to
each participant to confirm that their intention was accurately captured
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Yin, 2018)

As the researcher, I was the primary instrument of data collection and analysis, and
thus it was essential to incorporate these methods to approach the study with the
acknowledgment and bracketing of my own position and assumptions and approach
the study with true curiosity to capture a fresh perspective through the eyes of my
participants (Creswell & Poth, 2018, Merriam & Tisdell, 2015).
Summary
This chapter reviewed the rationale for decisions about the paradigm, research
design, and methodology used for this case study designed to explore the impact of a
public school district’s longstanding fundraising equity policy on the distribution of
fundraised dollars and the attitudes expressed by parents in the district’s elementary
school communities. The chapter reviewed the ethical considerations utilized in
designing the study. Then, I described data collection methods used for the separate
elements of the convergence method of triangulation; (1) public archives for
quantitative analysis of the distribution of fundraising dollars, and (2) survey and
interview data for quantitative and qualitative analysis of parent attitudes around
fundraising. Within this data collection, descriptions of the methods used to develop a
reliable and valid survey instrument and interview protocol were included. Analysis
methods for the quantitative portion of the study include descriptive statistics,
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correlational analysis, and cross-tabulation, while qualitative coding included first
cycle descriptive open coding and sub-coding, leading to second cycle pattern coding
and constant comparative coding. All sources and analysis are integrated into
converging interpretations in future chapters. Finally, the chapter addressed the role of
the researcher and the research standards used to increase the study’s trustworthiness.
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Chapter 4: Findings
The purpose of this study was to explore the impact of a longstanding
fundraising equity policy on the distribution of fundraised dollars and the attitudes
expressed by parents in an urban public school district.. Quantitative and qualitative
data were collected through public records, surveys and interviews to address the three
research questions in this study:
Research Questions:
1. In this public school district where policy requires a portion of fundraising
for FTE to be shared, what is the resulting financial distribution of schoolbased fundraising for FTE across district elementary schools?
a. Is there a statistically significant relationship between this
distribution and school racial and socioeconomic demographics?
b. What is the difference between amounts of funding allocated to
schools that fundraise a lot, a moderate amount, or a little?
2. In this district, what attitudes, beliefs and values are expressed by
participating parents about school-based fundraising in general and about
the district’s FTE fundraising policy specifically?
a. In what ways, if at all, do the expressed attitudes, beliefs and values
differ between parents in schools that fundraise a lot, a moderate
amount, or a little?
b. In what ways, if at all, do the expressed attitudes, beliefs, and
values differ in relation to the participants’ race, socio-economic
status, or level of education?
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3. How do parents respond when presented with evidence of the current
distribution of fundraising dollars used to pay for staff?
In this chapter, findings will be presented in order of the research questions
listed above. In order to address Research Question 1--investigating the financial
distribution of fundraising dollars--a quantitative analysis of public financial and
demographic data for the schools included in the case is presented. Next, quantitative
and qualitative analyses of survey data reflecting parents’ perceptions and attitudes
about school fundraising and the fundraising policy address Research Question 2.
Finally, qualitative analysis of interview data will address Research Question 2 by
further exploring perceptions of the fundraising policy reported in the survey and
Research Question 3 by presenting parents’ responses to the quantitative analysis
presented in the first section of this chapter.
Financial Distribution of Fundraising Dollars
The investigation of Research Question 1 explores the impact of the district’s
fundraising policy on the financial distribution of fundraised dollars and grants in
district elementary schools. In discussing these findings, the term “fundraised” refers
to the dollar amount that was raised by individual schools in order to pay for
additional teachers and staff as reported by the Local School Foundation. The term
“allocated” refers to the dollar amount each school received from either their own
fundraising after their required contribution to the central fund, and/or grants
distributed through the district’s central fund. Demographic categories discussed in the
findings include the Historically Underserved (HU) racial groups and Economic
Disadvantage as defined in Chapter 1, along with the White racial group. Additionally,
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schools were assigned a label based on average annual fundraising for staff, defined as
follows:
a.

High Fundraising Schools: 11 schools that raised an average of more
than $100,000 per year

b. Moderate Fundraising Schools: 15 schools that raised an average that
was between $10,000 and $100,000 per year
c. Low Fundraising Schools: 31 schools that raised an average of $10,000
or less per year
School Demographics
In order to answer Research Question 1 seeking to understand whether a
relationship existed between school fundraising and student race or socioeconomic
status (SES), it was necessary to identify the racial and SES demographics of the 57
elementary schools included in the case study. Using the 5-year averages described in
Chapter 3, Table 3 displays the percentage of students in the 57 included schools in
each demographic category. Additionally, the demographic breakdown of high,
moderate, and low fundraising schools are included. This descriptive information
provides context for understanding which students are being served in schools that
typically participate in fundraising for additional staff.
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Table 3
District Elementary School Racial and Socioeconomic Demographics
Population Total
(n)

ED

HU

White

n

%

n

%

n

%

All District
Elementary
Schools (25,361)
High Fundraising
Schools (6,235)

6,128

24.16

8,519

33.59

14,257

56.22

407

6.53

1039

16.66

4,559

73.12

Moderate
Fundraising
Schools (6214)
Low Fundraising
Schools (12,911)

907

14.60

1,470

23.66

4,229

68.06

5,469

42.36

4,814

37.29

6,010

46.55

Note: ED = Economic Disadvantage; HU = Historically Underserved Racial Groups

The demographic data included here shows that the group of high fundraising schools
had student populations with the fewest economically disadvantaged or historically
underserved students, and the most White students. In contrast, the group of low
fundraising schools had student populations with the most economically
disadvantaged and historically underserved students, and the fewest White students.
The moderate fundraising schools’ populations were in the middle, but percentages
were closer to the high fundraising schools than the low fundraising schools. This
relationship will be further explored in this section.
Individual School Fundraising and Allocations
In order to recognize the range of fundraising occurring in district elementary
schools, Figure 4 displays the average amount of funds raised in each school, arranged
from the highest to the lowest dollar amounts. Figure 4 also includes the resulting
funds allocated to each school after the required contribution to the central fund and
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the distribution of grants. Appendix C includes the full dataset showing average
annual dollar amounts raised and allocated to each school (Appendix C: Financial
Distribution Data).
Figure 4
Fundraising and Fund Allocation Levels in District Elementary Schools

Note. N = 57

This visual representation illustrates how funds are redistributed, showing that schools
that fundraised at a higher level received a reduced final allocation, while schools with
little to no fundraising received more money than was fundraised by their school
community.
The next analysis investigated whether these changes were statistically significant.
Since the overall dollars remain fairly constant, analysis on the changes in distribution
were completed for each group of schools based on level of fundraising. Table 4
displays the mean dollar amount fundraised and the mean dollar amount allocated for
each group. Paired samples t-tests revealed that the changes in financial allocation
were statistically significant:
•

High Fundraising Schools: t (11) = 8.65, p < .001
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•

Moderate Fundraising Schools: t (15) = 3.63, p = .003

•

Low Fundraising Schools, t (31) = -13.76, p < .001

Table 4
Difference in Mean Dollar Amount Before and After Redistribution
School Group
High
Fundraising
Schools
Moderate
Fundraising
Schools
Low
Fundraising
Schools

Fundraised

Allocated

n

M

SD

M

SD

11

$178,363.99**

61,813.50

15

$55,731.60*

29,504.43

$43,461.40*

17,541.75

31

$595.14**

1,368.58

$19,047.48**

7,035.35

$122,753.09** 40,528.12

Note. n = 57
*p < .01, **p < .001.

Average Per-Student Fundraising and Allocations by Fundraising Level
Because the enrollment numbers in the included elementary schools range
from 246 to 799 students, average fundraising and allocated dollars were also
determined on a per-student level. Table 5 displays the mean per-student dollar
amount fundraised and the mean per-student dollar amount allocated for each group of
schools. Paired samples t-tests revealed that the changes in financial allocation based
on per-student allocations were also statistically significant:
•

High Fundraising Schools: t (11) = 7.16, p < .001

•

Moderate Fundraising Schools: t (15) = 3.47, p = .004

•

Low Fundraising Schools, t (31) = -12.30, p < .001
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Table 5
Difference in Mean Per-Student Dollar Amounts
School Group
High
Fundraising
Schools
Moderate
Fundraising
Schools
Low
Fundraising
Schools

Fundraised

Allocated

n

M

SD

M

SD

11

$330.55**

142.01

$227.82**

94.66

15

$142.23*

83.57

$110.87*

53.03

3.39

$48.10**

19.81

31

$1.39**

Note. n = 57, *p < .01, **p < .001.

Correlation Between Financial Distribution and School Demographics
In order to determine whether there was a difference in fundraising distribution
that related to school racial and socio-economic demographics, correlational analysis
was conducted based on individual school fundraising and demographics for all
schools included in the study. Table 6 displays the Pearson correlation coefficients for
the fundraising dollars and allocated dollars with the percentage of students in each of
the three demographic groups (Economic Disadvantage, Historically Underserved
(HU) Racial Groups, and White Racial Group).
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Table 6
Correlation Coefficients Between Demographic Variables and Fundraising Dollars
Per-Student Dollars
Fundraised
.572**

Per-Student Dollars
Allocated
.431**

% HU Racial Groups

-.523**

-.397**

% Economic Disadvantage

-.678**

-.531**

% White Students

Note. n = 57, **p < .001

The strongest relationship demonstrated is the negative correlation between dollars
fundraised and percentage of economically disadvantaged students with a moderate
effect size of .46. The positive correlation between dollars fundraised and the
percentage of White students also has a moderate effect size of .33. All other
relationships had a modest effect. These correlations demonstrate that while the
strength of the relationship between dollar amount and demographic groups is
weakened after funds are redistributed, there is still a statistically significant
relationship (p < .001) between these factors.
As the previous findings determined that there was a statistically significant
relationship between school demographics and fundraising both before and after the
redistribution of funds, the next test sought to determine whether the reduction in the
strength of the relationship was statistically significant. A paired samples t-Test was
conducted comparing the correlation coefficients between race and socio-economic
status before and after the redistribution of funds. This shift in the strength of the
relationship between fundraising dollars and demographics was not determined to be
statistically significant, t (3) = -.475, p = .68, showing that while the redistribution did
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have a weakening effect on the relationship between fundraising and demographics,
this effect was not significant.
Summary of Financial Distribution Findings
The analyses conducted demonstrated that redistributing one third of
fundraised dollars after the first $10,000 raised results in a statistically significant (p <
0.01) difference in funds allocated to high, moderate, and low fundraising schools,
with the high fundraising schools seeing a substantial reduction in funds, the moderate
fundraising schools seeing a modest increase in funds, and the low fundraising schools
seeing a substantial increase in funds. In Proposition 1, I posited that there would be a
statistically significant relationship between school demographics and the amount of
money received either through fundraising or grants that reflects the national trends in
which school-based fundraising primarily benefits White, resourced communities.
This analysis confirmed my proposition, as it showed a statistically significant
relationship (p < 0.001) between fundraising dollars and school racial and
socioeconomic demographics both before and after funds are redistributed. The
negative correlations show that the more fundraising dollars a school raises, the lower
the percentage of economically disadvantaged students or students from historically
underserved racial groups are in the school population. There is a positive correlation
however between the amount of money raised and the percentage of White students in
a school. Before redistribution, these are moderate relationships; after redistribution,
the same correlations remain, but demonstrating only a modest statistically significant
relationship.
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Survey Findings: Parent Perceptions of Fundraising Practices and Policy
This study’s survey used scaled response questions accompanied by one openended question designed to address Research Question 2, investigating the attitudes,
beliefs and values expressed by parents about elements of the district’s FTE
fundraising policy. The survey collected information about school affiliation and
respondent demographics in order to examine the sub-questions regarding potential
differences in perception based on level of school fundraising, race, socioeconomic
status, or level of education. This section will use a mixed methods approach to
present quantitative findings from scaled and multiple choice questions accompanied
by further context and insight gained through qualitative responses (Mertens, 2007),
organized to examine the sections of the research question:
•

Parent perception of school-based fundraising used to pay for FTE

•

Parent attitudes about the district fundraising policy

•

Parent perception of the impact of the district fundraising policy

Survey Disaggregation
The survey garnered a total of 280 responses from parents with students in
kindergarten through 5th grade in an RSD school. Of these, 42 surveys answered one
or more demographic questions, but none of the questions addressing the research
questions and thus could not be analyzed. Once these 42 surveys were removed, 238
responses remained for analysis. The racial demographics of the participants are
included in Table 7, along with the racial demographics of students in the district for
comparison. Survey respondents included a higher percentage of White participants

115

than what is reflected in the district student population, and a lower percentage of all
other racial groups.
Table 7
Survey Participant Racial and Ethnic Demographics
Racial/Ethnic Category

N

%

American Indian/Alaska Native

1

0.4%

District Student
% (2019/20)
0.6%

Hispanic/Latinx

6

2.5%

16.5%

White

161

67.6%

56.5%

Asian

6

2.5%

6.5%

Black/African American

9

3.8%

8.7%

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

0

0.0%

0.7%

15

6.3%

10.5%

24

10.1%

n/a

Multi-Racial
Other/Prefer not to Answer/No
Response
N=238

Other demographic data collected from survey respondents included education
level and approximate annual household income, as displayed in Tables 8 and 9. In
this county, the median household income was $69,176 in 2019, and 46% of adults
held a bachelor’s degree or higher (United States Census Bureau, 2019). In
comparison, survey participants were skewed towards higher income respondents with
more education than the county as a whole.
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Table 8
Survey Participant Education Level
Education Level

n

%

Did not finish high school

0

0.0%

High school

6

2.5%

Community College or Trade/Technical School

9

3.8%

College/University

65

27.3%

Graduate Studies

123

51.7%

Prefer not to answer/Left blank

19

7.9%

Income Level

n

%

Less than $30,000

3

1.3%

$30,000-$59,999

14

5.9%

$60,0000-$99,999

36

15.1%

$100,000-$150,000

53

22.3%

Over $150,000

87

36.6%

Prefer not to answer/left blank

29

12.2%

N=238
Table 9
Survey Participant Approximate Annual Household Income

N=238

In order to address Research Question 2a, identifying whether there is a
relationship between differences in parent perception of fundraising and the level of
fundraising in their school, data on parents’ school affiliation were collected. As with
the quantitative data used to investigate Research Question 1 regarding the distribution
of fundraised dollars, respondents were grouped into three categories based on the
average annual fundraising in the school their child attended, based on the average
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annual dollar amount raised to pay for staff over the five-year period from 2015/16
through 2019/20, with the following definitions:
•

High fundraising (11 schools): More than $100,000 annually

•

Moderate fundraising (14 schools): Between $10,000 and $100,000 annually

•

Low fundraising (31 schools): Less than $10,000 annually

Respondents who chose to provide the name of the school that their child attended
were assigned to one of these groups based on the level of fundraising reported at that
school. 20 respondents, or 8.4% of the total, did not give their school name and
therefore could not be assigned to a group. The number and percentage of respondents
in each category is displayed in Table 10.
Table 10
Survey Respondents by Level of Fundraising
School Fundraising Level

n

%

Low Fundraising

106

44.5%

Moderate Fundraising

53

22.3%

High Fundraising

59

24.8%

No Response

20

8.4%

Note. N = 238

As the scaled and multiple choice survey questions collected only nominal and
ordinal data, statistical analysis throughout was conducted using crosstabulation and
Chi-square. While Research Question 2 sought to determine whether there was a
relationship between participants’ views on fundraising and the fundraising policy and
their race, socio-economic status, level of education, or level of fundraising conducted
in their school, there were not adequate sample size in the distribution of responses to
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analyze differences based on income level or level of education as described in
Chapter 3. Therefore statistical analysis was not conducted in these areas. Racial data
required consolidation in order to achieve adequate sample size, so analysis included
below is based on two racial groups: White (n = 161) and Black, Indigenous, and
People of Color (BIPOC) (n = 47). There were few patterns identified in the data
related to race; those that were statistically significant are included in the following
sections along with the primary analysis based on level of fundraising.
Disaggregation of Open-Ended Survey Responses. In addition to the
multiple choice and scale questions, the parent perception survey included one openended question. In order to explore Research Question 2 in more depth, parents were
given the opportunity to explain why they liked or disliked the district’s fundraising
policy. Many respondents used this open-ended question to provide further reflections
on fundraising and the fundraising policy as well, which often offered context for
additional survey questions. Out of 238 respondents, 176 (74%) provided an answer to
the open-ended question. The breakdown of responses by school fundraising level is
included in Table 11 below.
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Table 11
Frequency Count of Qualitative Survey Responses by Fundraising Level
Fundraising Level

n
34

% of Qualitative
Responses
19.3%

n (%) of total
survey responses
59 (24.8%)

High Fundraising
Moderate
Fundraising
Low Fundraising

48

27.7%

53 (22.3%)

80

45.5%

106 (44.5%)

No School
Reported

14

8.0%

20 (8.4%)

N = 176

When compared to the survey participants as a whole, this shows that 91% of parents
from moderate fundraising schools who took the survey completed the qualitative
question, while only 75% of parents from low fundraising schools and 58% of parents
from high fundraising schools did so. This means that parents from moderate
fundraising schools are represented at a higher rate in the qualitative data than they are
in the quantitative survey data.
The number of open-ended survey responses received were also disaggregated
by race and income level. Findings were not disaggregated by income level because
small sample sizes in most of the income ranges did not provide enough information
to generalize across these groups, as shown in Table 9 above. In the analysis, in order
to more effectively compare the frequency of responses, the parents who identified as
a race or ethnicity other than White were combined into one category (n = 39), labeled
as Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC). Those who did not respond to the
question asking for racial identity (12%) are not included in the disaggregation of
White and BIPOC parents. The frequency count of open-ended survey responses by
race can be found in Appendix D: Survey Data.

120

Frequency counts of the qualitative codes were used to identify patterns in the
qualitative responses that related to the quantitative survey results. These counts were
disaggregated by race and fundraising level and included in Appendix D: Survey Data.
Parents’ Expressed Beliefs About the Foundation Fundraising Policy
Research Question 2a examined whether there were differences in the views
parents expressed related to the key elements of the district’s foundation fundraising
policy: allowing individual school fundraising to pay for teaching staff, and requiring
a portion of fundraised dollars to be contributed to a central fund for redistribution to
other schools. Responses to these were disaggregated by racial group and the level of
fundraising in the respondent’s affiliated school.
Parent Familiarity with the Foundation Fundraising Policy. Survey
respondents were asked to identify their level of familiarity with the policy, with 1
demonstrating a low level and 3 demonstrating a high level of familiarity. Distribution
by racial group was not significant (p = .6), so only the distribution of responses
across the three fundraising levels are shown in Table 12. Chi Square analysis shows
that the differences in level of familiarity between parents at each group of schools are
significant, X2 (4, N = 207) = 16.5, p = .002, with a modest effect size (0.24). As with
the previous table, each column displays the percentage of parents at each fundraising
level that selected the response. If there were no difference based on fundraising level,
the expected distribution of responses for each group would align with the percentage
of total responses. Findings are bolded when the expected and actual percentage
differed by 10% or more.
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Table 12
Parent Familiarity with District Fundraising Policy by Fundraising Level
Level of
Familiarity
(% of total
responses)
Didn’t know
about the policy
(18.9%)

Low
Fundraising
n(%)

Moderate
Fundraising
n(%)

High
Fundraising
n(%)

No School
Indicated
n(%)

All
responses
n

27 (27.3%)

10 (18.9%)

4 (7.2%)

2 (10.0%)

43

Knew some
about the policy
(49.3%)

52 (52.5%)

21 (39.6%)

27 (49.1%)

12 (60.0%)

112

Knew a lot
about the policy
(31.7%)

20 (20.2%)

22 (41.5%)

24 (43.6%)

6 (30.0%)

72

Total (100%)

99 (43.6%)

53 (23.3%)

55 (24.2%)

20 (8.8%)

227

Note: Findings are bolded where there is a difference of 10% or more between actual and expected
percentages.

This distribution shows that parents in low fundraising schools are less likely than
expected to know a lot about the district’s fundraising policy, while parents in high
fundraising schools are more likely than expected to know a lot about the policy.
However, 70% or more of each group indicated that they knew at least something
about the policy prior to taking the survey.
Parents’ Attitudes About the Foundation Fundraising Policy. Parents were
asked to indicate whether they liked, disliked, or were neutral on the fundraising
policy. These responses were labeled as Positive, Neutral, or Negative to indicate
parents’ attitude. Again, Chi Square analysis was conducted to determine whether
differences in responses appeared based on racial group or level of school fundraising.
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This analysis indicated that the differences in level of support for the policy does not
differ significantly based on racial group (p = .23) or school fundraising level, (p =
.40). However, there are patterns in the distribution of responses by fundraising level
that are displayed in Table 13 below, again with columns displaying the percentage of
each group that responded with each option.
Table 13
Parent Attitude About Fundraising Policy by Fundraising Level
Attitude about
Low
the Policy (% Fundraising
of total
responses)
Negative
50 (50.5%)
(44.7%)
Neutral
19 (19.2%)
(22.6%)
Positive
30 (30.3%)
(32.7%)
Total (100%)
99 (43.8%)

Moderate
Fundraising

High
Fundraising

No School
Indicated

All
responses

22 (41.5%)

20 (37.0%)

9 (45.0%)

101

14 (26.4%)

11 (20.4%)

7 (35.0%)

51

17 (32.1%)

23 (42.6%)

4 (20.0%)

74

53 (23.5%)

54 (23.9%)

20 (8.8%)

226
(100%)

Note: Findings are bolded where there is a difference of 10% or more between actual and expected
percentages.
Note: Due to sample size, the “Other” category was excluded from Chi-square analysis (Muijs, 2011).

Thinking about this analysis another way shows that within groups, while not
statistically significant, the largest percentage of parents in both low and moderate
fundraising school groups displayed a negative attitude about the policy, and the
largest percentage of parents in the high fundraising school group displayed a positive
attitude about the policy. This distribution is demonstrated in Figure 5.
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Table 14
Qualitative Code Frequency Counts: Attitudes About the Fundraising Policy
Parent
Codes
(frequency)
Parent
Attitudes
Positive
(65)
Negative
(92)
N = 157

Low
Fundraising

Moderate
Fundraising

High
Fundraising

White
Parents

BIPOC
Parents

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

26 (33%)

22 (46%)

12 (35%)

47 (36%)

16 (35%)

52 (65%)

20 (42%)

14 (41%)

71 (55%)

17 (37%)

Parent Attitudes About the Fundraising Policy Disaggregated by Race. As
displayed in Table 14 above, frequency counts of thematic codes displayed a clear
difference between White and BIPOC parents. The BIPOC parents’ comments were
coded as negative and positive attitudes about the policy at approximately the same
rate, while more of the White parents’ comments were coded as negative attitudes
about the policy than were coded as positive attitudes. Just over 25% of each group of
parents appreciated that the district’s fundraising policy shared the wealth between
higher and lower income schools; the code “Shares the wealth” was the most common
benefit noted by respondents overall. One White parent from a moderate fundraising
school liked “sharing what our school raises with schools where parents may not be
able to volunteer or donate as much.” A multi-racial parent from a high fundraising
school wrote, “I think it’s good for wealthier families to contribute to schools but still
be able to support their child’s school.” Another BIPOC parent from a low fundraising
school expressed, “I like that schools can raise money to increase programs and
offerings at their schools while also supporting other schools. However, the pot of
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central money for other schools doesn’t go very far.” Subtle differences between
groups appeared as well, such as the higher percentage of BIPOC parents who
identified increased funding for their school as something that they liked about the
policy, as stated by one Black parent who shared that “having a paid-into grant fund is
amazing.” However, a higher percentage of White parents identified increased equity
as an element of the policy that they liked, as exhibited in the comment from one
White parent who stated, “I like that they built equity into the equation.”
An additional area where a difference between these racial groups stood out
was in a subcategory of things that parents disliked about the policy. “Inequitable”
came up in responses from 42% of White parents (n = 54), while only 15% of BIPOC
parents (n = 7) said that the policy was inequitable. One White parent expressed a
common sentiment, saying that “the policy perpetuates the divide between schools in
high income areas, and those serving low-income students.” While some BIPOC
parents agreed, it was more common for them to dislike the idea that parents were
expected to fundraise at all in order to provide for students’ education, such as the
Black parent from a high fundraising school who said, “the district should get its s--t
together and not have PTA do this. PTA should be for the kids for extras.”. However,
a few BIPOC parents specifically mentioned that while parents should not need to
fundraise for teachers at all, the additional staff did provide benefits to schools.
Noticeable differences did not occur in other areas.
Parent Attitudes About the Fundraising Policy Disaggregated by School
Fundraising Level. The frequency count of the parent codes displayed in Table 14
highlighted considerable differences in parent attitudes when disaggregated by the
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level of school fundraising. While 65% of parents in low fundraising schools
expressed negative attitudes about the policy, only 41% of parents in moderate
fundraising schools and 42% of parents in high fundraising schools did so.
Additionally, while parents in moderate and high fundraising schools mentioned
things that they liked and disliked at about the same rate, twice as many parents in
low-fundraising schools mentioned things they disliked about the policy as those who
mentioned things they liked. In all groups, there was crossover, with some parents
perceptions reflected in both the positive and negative attitudes. The key things that
parents in these groups liked and disliked about the policy are explored further below.
What Parents Say They Like About the Policy. The most common benefit
mentioned by all three groups was “Sharing the wealth,” meaning that money raised in
schools with the capacity to fundraise was distributed to lower income schools without
fundraising capacity. This subcode was mentioned by parents from all three groups at
similar rates, and overall was mentioned more than three times as often as any other
subcode for “Positive Attitudes About the Policy.” The frequency counts for the
subcodes within “Positive Attitudes” are included in Appendix D: Survey Data. A
White parent from a low fundraising school said, “I like that schools with lower
income families will benefit from the fundraising of more affluent schools.” A White
parent from a high fundraising school also shared their perspective that “[the
fundraising policy] evens things out. Our school is privileged and has lots of parents
able to devote time and attention to fundraising (and parents have the means to
contribute). Other schools are not as fortunate.” A comment from an Asian parent
from a low fundraising school supported this idea as well, identifying that
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“underserved communities might not be able to fundraise to make improvements for
their kids (for a variety of reasons, i.e. parents work, lower income, etc.).”
In contrast, the second most commonly used subcode, “Increases Equity”,
came up more frequently with the moderate fundraising group than with high or low
fundraising groups. For example, one White parent from a moderate fundraising
school said that the policy “fosters equity across the district.” A Multi-Racial parent in
a low fundraising school echoed this sentiment, saying that the policy “results in more
equity between schools in wealthy and poorer areas.” This idea was mentioned by
13% of parents in moderate fundraising schools, but only 6% of parents in high
fundraising schools and 3% of parents in low fundraising schools.
What Parents Say They Dislike About the Policy. The most frequently used
parent code, “Negative Attitudes About the Policy” also included some interesting
details within the subcodes. One subcode in particular was mentioned far more than
any other: that the policy is inequitable. This was mentioned more than six times more
frequently than the next most common codes; “Decreases motivation for systemic
change,” “Shifts responsibilities for funding schools to parents,” and “Not enough
money for meaningful FTE.” The frequency counts for the subcodes within “Dislikes
about the Policy” are included in Appendix D: Survey Data.
The idea that the policy was inequitable was the most likely to be mentioned
by low-fundraising parents, appearing in 50% of responses from this group (n = 40).
In contrast, 27% (13 out of 48) moderate fundraising parents mentioned this, and 21%
(7 out of 34) of high fundraising parents did. About two thirds of the respondents who
said the policy was inequitable went into further detail, saying that the policy

128

contributes to disparities between schools. An Asian parent from a low fundraising
school noted that “more affluent schools can still raise a lot more money and fund a lot
more teachers while underserved schools get relatively small amount for even more
dire needs.” Similarly, a White parent from a moderate fundraising school expressed
their view that “the policy is inequitable and gives wealthier neighborhoods more
funds for extra staff and leaves lower income neighborhoods at a disadvantage.” A
Latinx parent from a high fundraising school was also concerned about disparities
within schools; sharing that “school fundraising is a freaking minefield, and honestly I
think it exacerbates a lot of the cultural and class divides at our school.”
The other most common negative attitudes were only mentioned a few times
each. Parents in high fundraising schools were most likely to name “Shifts
responsibility for funding schools to parents,” as stated by the White parent from a
high fundraising school who said, “it takes the funding burden off of the state and puts
it on families.” Five of the 34 respondents (15%) from high income schools identified
this concern. In contrast, only 2 respondents from the moderate fundraising group and
1 respondent from the low fundraising group mentioned this idea. On the other hand,
the idea that fundraising or grants did not bring in enough money to hire additional
staff, coded as “Not enough for FTE”, with 8 mentions, came up 4 times from parents
in low-fundraising schools, and twice from the moderate fundraising group, but this
comment wasn’t mentioned at all among parents in high fundraising schools, which
typically do raise enough to pay for meaningful FTE as shown in Figure 1. Four
parents, three of whom were from schools that did not fundraise for staff, mentioned
that schools ‘in the middle,’ that is, without the capacity to fundraise for staff but with
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populations that did not qualify for the grants, were left out of the benefits of
fundraising at both ends. As one BIPOC parent from a low fundraising school said,
“When the central fund is only given to schools that qualify, it leaves out a large
amount of schools that can neither raise a huge amount of funds on their own and fall
just above the central fund threshold.” An uncommon sentiment that did come up in a
few responses was frustration with the requirement to share funds. As one White
parent from a high fundraising school said, “I want to choose to contribute to a general
fund instead of being forced to contribute.”
Parents Expressed Beliefs About the Role of Fundraising for Staff. In
seeking to determine whether there were differences in parents’ expressed beliefs
about fundraising for the purpose of hiring staff, initial analysis included a frequency
count of responses to the question, “What role should parent fundraising play in
paying for school staff?” While significant differences did not appear between racial
groups, Chi-square analysis resulted in statistically significant differences between
levels of fundraising, X2 (6, N = 177) = 15.0, p = 0.02, with a moderate effect size of
0.31. Table 15 displays these responses, with each column showing the percentage of
parents at each fundraising level that selected the response. If there were no difference
based on fundraising level, the expected distribution of responses for each group
would align with the percentage of total responses. Findings are bolded when the
expected and actual percentage differed by 10% or more.
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Table 15
Parents’ View of the Role of Fundraising for Staff by Fundraising Level
Role of
Fundraising in
Paying for Staff
(% of total
responses)
Not at all
(41.5%)
District Level
Only (24.4%)
Individual
School Level
(25.9%)
Other (8.3%)
Percentage of
Total
Responses
(100%)

Low
Fundraisers
n (%)

Moderate
Fundraisers
n (%)

High
Fundraisers
n (%)

No School
Indicated
n (%)

Total

43 (49%)

16 (37%)

15 (32%)

6 (7.5%)

80

24 (28%)

11 (26%)

6 (13%)

6 (7.5%)

47

16 (18%)

12 (28%)

19 (40%)

3 (6.0%)

50

4 (5%)

4 (9%)

7 (15%)

1 (6.3%)

16

87 (49%)

43 (24%)

47 (27%)

16 (8.3%)

193

n

Note: Due to sample size, the “Other” category was excluded from Chi-square analysis (Muijs, 2011).

These findings indicate that parents in high fundraising schools were more
likely to believe that parent fundraising for teachers should be allowed at the
individual school level, such as the White parent from a high fundraising school who
stated, “parent fundraising should be allowed to pay for instructional staff but it
shouldn’t be required.” In contrast, parents in low-fundraising schools were more
likely than expected to believe that parent fundraising should not be used to pay for
school staff at all, or should only be used to pay for staff at the district level, like the
White parent from a low fundraising school who shared that “I don’t feel that staff at a
public school should be funded by the individual community; this creates an
inequitable situation for those communities that cannot support the same level of
fundraising.” Responses from parents in moderate fundraising schools were most
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regardless of the percentage of raised funds donated to a central fund. There is no way
to make this equitable in my mind.” Others made the point that fundraising for staff
should not be allowed because it should be paid for by the district or state. However, a
minority of parents disagreed, such as the White parent from a high fundraising school
who said “as long as there are gaps in state funding, parent fundraising should be
allowed to be used to pay for teachers in their own schools.”
Parent Beliefs About the Sharing Requirement. The next survey question
focused on the district’s fundraising policy addressed parent perception of the sharing
requirement. This policy requires that after the first $10,000 raised; 1/3 of funds used
to pay for staff are contributed to a district fund.
The Chi-square analysis showed that while more parents from low fundraising
schools and fewer parents from high fundraising schools than expected thought
schools should be required to share more, these differences were not statistically
significant, (p = 0.17). The distribution of responses is displayed in Table 16. The
percentages listed in the “Low Fundraising,” “Moderate Fundraising,” and “High
Fundraising” columns are included for comparison to the percentage of total responses
from parents from those schools in order to see where the largest differences between
expected and actual counts occur.
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Table 16
Parent View of Sharing Requirement by Fundraising Level
Responses
(% of Total
Responses)
Should share
LESS (6.7%)
Should stay the
SAME
(27.1%)
Should share
MORE (58.1%)
Other
(8.1%)
Total
(100%)

Low
Moderate
High
Fundraising Fundraising Fundraising

No
School
Indicated

All
Responses

6 (6.5%)

5 (10.4%)

2 (3.9%)

1 (5.6%)

14

22 (23.7%)

11 (22.9%)

21 (41.2%)

3(16.7%)

57

56 (60.2%)

27 (56.3%)

26 (51.0%)

122

9 (9.7%)

5 (10.4%)

2 (3.9%)

13
(72.2%)
1 (5.6%)

93 (44.3%)

48 (22.9%)

51 (24.3%)

18 (8.6%)

210

17

Note: Findings are bolded where there is a difference of 10% or more between actual and expected
percentages.
Note: Due to sample size, the “Other” category was excluded from Chi-square analysis (Muijs, 2011)

This analysis also showed that the majority of respondents (58%) across all groups
indicated that the policy should require schools to share more, while a relatively small
percentage (7%) believed that schools should share less. Figure 7 displays a
visualization of responses from each group, with all responses displayed for
comparison. If there were no differences based on level of school fundraising, the
percentages for each group would align with the distribution of responses shown for
all responses.
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the other two groups, as this was mentioned by 35% of parents in high fundraising
schools, but only 20% of responses from parents in low-fundraising schools and 21%
of responses from parents in moderate fundraising schools. This data differed from the
multiple choice responses, which showed parents from low or moderate fundraising
schools as slightly more likely to indicate that more funds should be shared.
Over 40% of the respondents whose open-ended response suggested sharing
more (17 out of 41) offered that fundraising for staff should happen district-wide
rather than in individual schools, with an equal number of these comments coming
from high and low fundraising schools. Many parents submitted comments that
aligned with the White parent from a moderate fundraising school who said,
“fundraising should prioritize need, so a larger amount of funds raised should go to the
central fund.” But not all parents shared this view. Another White parent from a high
fundraising school noted the complexity, stating:
I think a higher proportion should go to the central fund. This is so hard!
Probably at the district level would be most fair, but I think the rate of
fundraising would go down quite a bit. Maybe this would encourage advocacy
to improve school funding, but it would also mean lots more kids in private
school.
Only 6 respondents total suggested that schools should share less (3%). Despite the
policy only applying to funds raised over a $10,000 threshold, 3 of these responses
came from parents in low-fundraising schools who were concerned about schools with
limited fundraising capacity having to give up what little they were able to raise. No
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respondents identified as coming from a high-fundraising school suggested sharing
less.
Parent Perception of the Fundraising Policy Sharing Requirement by
Racial Group. This question of the level at which school fundraising should be shared
was the one area where the differences in expressed views differed by racial group at a
statistically significant level, X2 (3, N = 208) = 11.4, p = 0.01, with a modest effect
size (0.23). These differences are displayed in Table 17, with differences from the
expected percentage of greater than 10% in bold.
Table 17
Expected and Actual Responses to Sharing Requirement by Race
Expected Responses
(% of Total Responses)
Should share LESS (6.7%)

White:
Actual Count
9 (5.6%)

BIPOC:
Actual Count
3 (6.4%)

Should stay the SAME (27.1%)

36 (22.4%)

21 (44.7%)

Should share MORE (58.1%)

104 (64.6%)

18 (38.3%)

Other (8.1%)

12 (7.5%)

5 (10.6%)

Total (100%)

161

47

N = 208
This shows that White parents were slightly less likely than expected to think that the
policy’s sharing requirement should stay the same, and more likely than expected to
think that schools should be required to share more. Some of these perceptions
expressed in the open-ended question have been reported in the previous section.
Conversely, BIPOC parents were more likely than expected to think the sharing
requirement should stay the same, and less likely than expected to think that schools
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should share more. An Asian parent from a moderate fundraising school expressed the
sentiment that “when you spend a lot of time organizing and fundraising, knowing it’s
not going to your school is a bit frustrating.” Two BIPOC parents from low
fundraising schools noted that increasing the percentage of funds that schools are
required to share could have unintended consequences. One stated that “if poorer
schools take too much from the wealthy schools, then the wealthy parents will stop
giving…kids like mine will lose out on the money from these wealthy schools.”
Despite the policy’s stipulation that schools only contribute to the central fund once
they have reached a $10,000 threshhold, a Black parent was concerned that “if the
lower earning school must share their fundraising dollars, it takes away their
resources.” However, many BIPOC parents also felt that more sharing was necessary,
such as the Latinx parent from a high fundraising school who said, “More money
should be shared with other schools and there should be limits around the levels of
private fundraising in public schools.”
While qualitative frequency counts showed 25% of White parents expressing
that the policy should require schools to share more, only 15% of BIPOC parents
shared that sentiment, in alignment with the quantitative findings showing a smaller
than expected percentage of BIPOC parents indicating that the policy should require
schools to share more.
Parents’ Perception of the Impact of the District Fundraising Policy
The survey included questions asking parents to rate the level of impact that
they perceived the district’s fundraising policy having in both their individual schools
and in the district as a whole. These questions sought to further explore Research
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Question 2, attempting to identify whether differences in parents’ views about the
district fundraising policy exist specifically in relation to the level of fundraising in
their schools; therefore, these responses were not disaggregated by racial group. First,
respondents were asked to rate the level of impact of the policy within their school on
a 3-point scale with the options of Negative (-1), Neutral (0), or Positive (+1), in order
to clearly show the direction of the responses. Additionally, respondents had the
option to select “I don’t know;” these responses were filtered out of the results.
Perception of Impact of District Policy in Individual Schools. The first
analysis was to discover the mean scores disaggregated by school fundraising level.
Table 18 displays the means for each group’s responses to the question, “What is the
impact of the district’s fundraising policy in your school?” on a three-point scale of
Negative (-1), Neutral (0), and Positive (+1). A Chi-square test showed that there was
a statistically significant difference in means based on school fundraising level, X2 (4,
N = 167) = 17.2, p = .002, with a moderate effect size (0.32).
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Table 18
Comparison of Means for School Level Impact by Fundraising Level
School Fundraising
Level
Low Fundraising

n

M

SD

75

-0.08

0.80

Moderate

43

0.23

0.65

High Fundraising

49

0.39

0.70

No School Reported

16

0.13

0.96

Total

183

0.14

0.78

Fundraising

The means displayed in Table 18 show that more parents in low fundraising schools
rated the policy’s impact in their schools as negative when compared to parents in
high fundraising schools. This aligns with the previously described quantitative and
qualitative findings that demonstrated more parents from low fundraising schools
expressing dislike for the policy. According to the open-ended survey results, more
parents from low fundraising schools than from high fundraising schools found the
policy to be inequitable, which may contribute to the sense of a negative impact in
their schools. For example, one Asian parent from a low fundraising school believed
that the district was using the policy “as a bandage, rather than really figuring out how
to fix underserved schools.” Other parents in low fundraising schools pointed out that
schools without foundations were unable to pay for additional staff, even with the
grants.
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Further analysis into parents’ perception of the impact of the district’s fundraising
policy in their schools asked participants to use the same three-point scale to rate the
impact of the policy on specific factors within their school. Respondents that answered
“I don’t know” to the first part referring to the overall impact were not given the
detailed impact questions. The individual school factors included the following:
•

School resources

•

Equity

•

Sense of belonging/Community

•

Family Engagement

•

State-level advocacy for school funding

The difference in means between groups based on fundraising level is displayed in
Figure 8 below; this data is also included in table form in Appendix D: Survey Data.
Chi-square tests showed that there was a statistically significant difference for three
out of the five individual school factors, as follows:
•

School resources: X2 (4, N = 145) = 13.3, p = .01, with a moderate effect size
(0.30).

•

Equity: X2 (4, N = 142) = 16.9, p = .002, with a moderate effect size (0.35)

•

Family engagement: X2 (4, N = 134) = 12.5, p = .01, with a moderate effect
size (0.31)
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from a low fundraising school noted, “I am fairly involved at my child’s school and
have never heard of this grant being available.” As mentioned previously, parents
from low fundraising schools’ most common comment was that the policy was
inequitable, which aligns to the overall negative perceived impact on equity in their
schools that parents in low fundraising schools displayed in Figure 5. Parents’ openended survey responses also provided further insight into their perception of
relationship between fundraising and advocacy for state funding. Comments indicated
that since fundraising requires time and energy as well as financial resources, the work
that goes into fundraising could reduce parents’ capacity to advocate. As one White
parent from a high fundraising school noted, “this energy should be spent pressuring
political powers to fully fund all schools.”
These findings showing that parents in low fundraising schools consistently
report more negative impacts of the policy than parents in moderate or high
fundraising schools do is surprising, as the intended purpose of the policy is to
positively impact communities that do not have the capacity to fundraise.
Perception of Impact of District Policy at the District Level. Next, the survey
asked parents about their perception of the impact of the district’s fundraising policy at
the district level. Again, analysis was conducted to disaggregate responses by school
fundraising level. When using Chi-square analysis to evaluate responses to the
question “What is the impact of the district’s fundraising policy in the school district?”
on a three-point scale of Negative (-1), Neutral (0), and Positive (+1), the differences
in responses based on school fundraising level were not significant (p = .36). Table 19
displays the differences in these means.
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Table 19
Comparison of Means for District Level Impact by Fundraising Level
School Fundraising
Level
Low Fundraising

n

M

SD

74

-0.24

0.88

Moderate

43

-0.14

0.92

High Fundraising

45

0.11

0.91

No School Reported

15

-0.20

0.86

Total

177

-0.12

0.90

Fundraising

In alignment with the previous question about the impact in individual schools, parents
from low fundraising schools again rated the impact more negatively than those in
high fundraising schools; however, the scores for the impact of the policy at the
district level were lower overall than the perception of the impact of the policy at the
individual school level.
Further analysis into parents’ perception of the impact of the district’s fundraising
policy in the district asked participants to use the same three-point scale to rate the
impact of the policy on specific factors across the district. These factors were similar
to the individual school factors, with one modification: “Sense of Belonging/
Community” was changed to “Connections Between Schools” for greater relevance at
the district level. Respondents who answered “I don’t know” to the first part referring
to the overall impact were not given the detailed impact questions. The district level
factors included the following:
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rather than direction. As with the individual school factors, advocacy was consistently
rated as the area where the policy had the most negative impact. As one White parent
explained:
When schools in wealthier areas have the ability to raise funds to get what they
want and need for their students and staff, they’re going to focus on doing just
that, rather than using their resources (their time, skills, and money) to fight for
EVERY school to have what they want at their own school(s).
Comparisons Between Perceived School and District Level Impact of the
Policy. Overall, mean scores demonstrated a perceived overall positive impact of the
district’s fundraising policy at the school level, and a more negative impact at the
district level. This perception was expressed using a three-point scale with Negative
Impact coded as -1, Neutral impact coded as 0, and Positive Impact coded as +1. Table
20 displays the mean impact score for each category at both the school and district
level.
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Table 20
Perception of School and District Level Impact of the Fundraising Policy

Overall Impact

School Impact
M
SD
0.14
.78

District Impact
M
SD
-0.12
.90

School Resources

0.27

.82

0.07

.90

Equity

0.02

.83

-0.19

.90

Belonging/Connection

0.09

.77

-0.28

.80

Family Engagement

0.15

.69

-0.14

.72

State-level Advocacy

-0.37

.65

-0.48

.69

As this table shows, at both the school and the district level, mean scores
indicated that the most positive impact of the policy was in the area of school
resources (school level mean score = 0.27; district level mean score = 0.07), while the
most negative impact was on state-level advocacy for school funding (school level
mean score = -0.37; district level mean score = -0.48).
A visual expression of this data can be seen in Figure 10, which displays the positive
or negative direction of the mean scores.
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illustrated participating parents’ frustration or dissatisfaction with the current state as
compared to how they believed things should be. So many of the responses were
coded under this description (58 of the 176 survey responses) that it was determined to
be its own pattern code, rather than fitting into another category. Responses were
fairly aligned between parents who identified as White and those who identified as
BIPOC, but differences did appear based on level of school fundraising. Overall,
parents from high fundraising schools mentioned these ideas the most frequently, with
53% of these parents’ responses being coded in this category. In contrast 26% of
responses from parents in low fundraising schools and 29% of responses from parents
in moderate fundraising schools were represented. While each subcode accounts for a
small number of responses, differences between parent groups were noticeable (See
Appendix D: Survey Data for frequency counts for each subcode).
The most common subcode in this category was the idea that schools should be
fully funded, either by the district, the state, or the federal government. These
responses were evenly distributed by racial group, but parents in high fundraising
schools shared this concern most frequently, as more than a quarter of responses from
that group were coded this way. The same code was given to 15% of responses from
parents in moderate fundraising schools, and only 6% of responses from parents in
low fundraising schools. Several responses included perspectives that aligned with the
White parent from a high fundraising school who said, “the state should fully fund the
positions needed for all schools.” A Multi-Racial parent from a moderate fundraising
school put it another way, saying “or maybe the state can provide more funds so that
schools don’t need to fundraise to have art in their school.”
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A related idea that surfaced was that “Parents Shouldn’t be ‘Required’ to
Fundraise.” This perception was often connected to the feeling that schools currently
lack adequate funding, as was expressed by the White parent in a high fundraising
school that said, “parent fundraising shouldn’t be allowed, but it’s required because of
limited resources.” Another White parent, this time from a moderate fundraising
school, stated that “I dislike the fact our school is required to fundraise for what
should be funded positions. We are not fundraising for art or music, we are
fundraising for our reading specialist, our librarian, our IT tech person.” However,
while this idea was mentioned fairly frequently by parents from high and moderate
fundraising schools, it was practically nonexistent from low fundraising schools: the
concept that fundraising is currently required, even though we wish it wasn’t, was
mentioned by 21% of high fundraising parents (n = 7) and 17% of moderate
fundraising parents (n = 8), and only 1 low fundraising parent (1%).
More evenly distributed between parents in high and low fundraising schools
were the ideas that the policy has “good intentions” and that the policy “doesn’t do
enough,” which came up for 21% of low fundraising parents (n = 16) and 24% of high
fundraising parents (n = 8). For example, one White parent in a low fundraising school
stated, “I think it goes in the right direction but not nearly far enough to be considered
equitable.” However only two parents in the moderate fundraising schools mentioned
these ideas. Finally, a small percentage of each group brought up the idea of “Only the
Appearance of Equity,” which was described as the policy “giving lip service” to
equity rather than actually addressing equity issues. Although only six parents
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mentioned this, they gave passionate responses. For example, one White parent from a
low fundraising school wrote:
It feels like a “feel good” patch. Wealthier parents can raise so much money
for their schools, keep the vast majority of it, and point to the policy of sharing
1/3 as being “equitable” while still paying for staff for their schools.
Meanwhile, schools who receive a chunk of money from the fund can almost
never pay for a full time staff person from it, and cannot count on getting the
same amount every year to keep that staff person.
Summary of Survey Findings
The survey data revealed several statistically significant differences in
perceptions about the district’s fundraising policy based on the level of fundraising in
schools. This analysis confirmed elements of Proposition 2, positing that there would
be statistically significant differences (p < .05) in parent perception as indicated
through quantitative survey responses and thematic differences in open-ended
responses, based on demographic factors and school fundraising level. These elements
are summarized below.
Parents in high fundraising schools were more likely (p < .02) than those in
low fundraising schools to be familiar with the policy, and they were also the most
likely to believe that parent fundraising for staff should be allowed (p < .02). Parents
in high fundraising schools also were more likely to have a positive attitude about the
policy, while parents in moderate and low fundraising schools were more likely to
have a negative attitude, although these differences were not statistically significant.
Nearly 50% of the respondents from low fundraising schools who answered the open-
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ended question mentioned that the policy was inequitable. There were fewer
differences in responses based on race, but there was a statistically significant
difference (p < .01) in the perception of the policy’s sharing requirement. BIPOC
parents were more likely to believe that the sharing requirement should stay the same,
while White parents were more likely to believe that schools that fundraise should be
required to share more.
Parent perception of the impact of the district fundraising policy in their
schools also showed a statistically significant difference (p < .02) based on the level of
fundraising in the schools. Parents in schools with high fundraising were more likely
to have a more positive perception of the impact of the policy than those in schools
with moderate or low fundraising, with parents in low fundraising schools reporting
the most negative perceptions. This difference was also statistically significant (p <
.02) when parents were asked about the specific impacts on school resources, equity,
and parent engagement.
While the open-ended survey responses typically aligned with the quantitative
responses and provided further depth and context, the open-ended question also gave
parents the opportunity to provide unsolicited ideas, which focused primarily on
suggestions for potential changes to the policy and the gaps between the current
situation and what they want to see.
Thematic coding indicated that while BIPOC parents’ open-ended responses
were coded as negative or positive at approximately the same rate, White parents’
responses were more likely to be coded as negative. When considering fundraising
level, responses from parents from high fundraising and low fundraising schools were
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more likely to be coded as negative than positive, with parents in low fundraising
schools displaying the most negative attitudes. Responses from parents from moderate
fundraising schools were slightly more likely to be coded as positive than negative.
Additionally, more than half (53%) of parents from high fundraising schools
responded with ideas that were coded as the additional category of “Ideal vs. Reality.”
This code was represented in only 26% of responses from parents in low fundraising
schools and 29% of responses from parents in moderate fundraising schools.
Interview Findings: Parent Perceptions of Fundraising Policy
Interviews were conducted with 17 volunteers who had completed the survey,
allowing the research to supplement those responses and bring in new information.
The questions were designed to expand upon the survey questions addressing
Research Question 2; the interviews explored potential differences in attitudes, beliefs,
and values around the district’s fundraising policy and whether those perceptions
differed based on the level of fundraising in the schools. Additionally, interviews
provided the opportunity to address Research Question 3, seeking to learn how parents
respond when presented with the data displaying the current distribution of fundraising
dollars used to pay for staff. Findings are reported one interview question at a time,
with responses grouped into parents from schools that fundraised to pay for additional
staff, and schools that did not.
Prior Perceptions of the District Fundraising Policy
The first interview question analyzed for this research asked parents to share
their general thoughts about the district’s fundraising policy that allows parent
fundraising to pay to hire additional staff in individual schools when a one-third
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portion of those funds are contributed to a central district fund that is redistributed to
schools that qualify based on racial and socio-economic demographics. As displayed
in the list of codes provided in Appendix E: Interview Findings, parents described a
range of perceptions of the policy that often included negative and positive elements,
as well as tensions that arose for them.
Parents From Schools that Fundraised for Staff. When asked about their
general perspectives of the fundraising policy, six of the nine parents in this group
expressed their support for sharing funds with schools with fewer resources. Andrea,
who was the president of her school’s foundation, explained how this had not always
been a popular opinion in her school:
I‘ve always been happy to give my money away, like a portion of it, and that
actually used to be a huge battle here because people were like, ‘No, that’s our
money, we raised it, that should go to our school.’ And it was tough to tell
people, no, this is a bigger picture, this is us giving to [the district] and to
schools that don’t have it.
Bonnie also saw the tension between raising funds for your own school and supporting
the broader community. She strongly valued the sharing requirement as a way to
equalize educational experiences regardless of zip code. But she also acknowledged
that “a lot of people, if you say, ‘Hey, all the money is going to—your needs might not
be met; it’s all going to be shared,’ that’s not going to work for a lot of people.”
Bonnie’s perception was that the policy struck a good balance, because “It does
consider sharing the pot with other communities, and I think that humans tend to act in
their own self-interest. So in terms of policy, I think it’s good because it gives every
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group something, right?” Christina’s comments reflected the complexity that can be
involved in that self-interest when she noted, “I feel like we could probably give more,
but at the same time I also want us to have enough to get our staff.” However,
Christina also worried about fairness when comparing the amount her school kept and
the amount distributed to lower income schools through the grants. She said, “If we’re
keeping that, then we still have like $80,000 that we’re using, and the other school is
only getting like 16 so that feels really not great.” Christina expressed conflicting
feelings about the policy:
I don’t know if having school foundations; for example individual school
foundations is the greatest way to do things. And I don’t know how to make
that more fair; I don’t know if it was more like 50-50 if that would work.
Hannah also supported the sharing requirement, with the rationale that it helped offset
the disparities in the amount of money that different communities were able to raise.
While Hannah appreciated that fundraising gave families in her community a voice
and “input on how they wanted that money spent,” she, like Christina, didn’t think the
sharing went far enough. Hannah suggested “it feels like it should be 50%,
personally…if we are going to have something like that, it should be more.”
In contrast, Danielle’s support for the policy was limited to acknowledging that
the sharing requirement was a positive element of what she considered to be a bad
policy. Danielle was a PTA president and considered herself neutral on the policy. She
said, “I think that allowing individual schools to use the money on their own, I don’t
think that’s a good thing. I think taking money and distributing it, that part is the good
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part.” While Danielle supported the sharing of funds, she was not in favor of the
policy as a whole. She specified:
I am not in favor of it. I don’t think that an individual school should be able to
pay for staff in any way. I don’t think that even though we’re chipping in a
portion for other schools, we should be allowed to do that; I think it lets the
district off the hook.
In alignment with Danielle’s point of view, Isabel said “I just cannot support the
model where private funds are used to hire staff.” Isabel expressed frustration with the
pressure to raise money to hire additional teachers. She got the message early on in her
school that “This is the way we do things, that there’s just, ‘This is how it is.’” In
addition to her elementary-aged daughter, Isabel had two older children and had been
involved in the school for years, even serving as the Auction Chair. But her view of
fundraising for staff changed over time. “It just took me a long while to realize that
this is really not the way we should be doing things, and to say no to the peer pressure
and the social pressure and all that.” Danielle and Isabel indicated that fundraising for
staff shifted the responsibility for funding an essential element of education, teachers,
to parents, rather than the state where it belonged. Isabel believed that “Our schools
should be funded, fully funded, it wouldn’t be individual fundraising at all, or parent
fundraising.”
Gloria was another parent who felt that her school’s culture was affected by
fundraising. She noticed that “parents come from this disposition of, we can just
fundraise whatever we want, and do whatever we want in this school.” Gloria brought
an interesting perspective, as her children attended a lottery program in a high-

156

fundraising elementary school rather than the Title 1 school in her neighborhood, and
her older child was currently attending the neighborhood middle school. Her
impression was that the policy’s sharing requirement wasn’t enough to balance the
disparities in the amount of extra money schools got through fundraising. She
described a direct contrast:
Even though [my school] was contributing, fulfilling all the policy and giving
that one third…the money that stays with this school is incredibly high
compared to what other schools are getting, so surely it creates a lot of
incredible benefits for the kids that attend this school, which is really great, but
it also does create such a different public school environment, and sometimes it
feels like you’re not in public school here.”
While Gloria appreciated the good intentions of the parents who fundraised to support
their school, she also though that “sometimes there needs to be more regulation, there
needs to be some limits to, okay, like you can’t fundraise a million dollars and just put
it into school.”
Expressing the Need for More Information. While Gloria felt a stark contrast
between her children’s experiences in a Title 1 and a high fundraising school, Andrea
and Christina both needed to know more about the funding that schools got from
various sources—the district’s per-student funding, Title 1, grants, and fundraising—
to understand whether the policy was equitable. Christina didn’t think she had enough
information:
You just hear different things from people, but I don’t think I’ve ever really
known, or gotten a clear answer. Because it feels like, at [our school], that we
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don’t get very much additional funding from the state for things, but I’m not
sure if that’s true. And I don’t know how much more the underserved schools,
if any, they’re getting.
Christina wondered whether Title 1 funds were providing resources in low income
schools that her community was expected to provide through fundraising. She said:
I personally get the feeling that if we don’t raise the money, especially because
we have higher income families, I don’t know how much money we’d actually
get for anything, if we don’t raise the money for it, from the district. And I
don’t know if that’s really conveyed, or just me feeling that way.
Andrea expressed similar sentiments being conveyed in her school:
I do understand where people are coming from on both sides, as far as you
know, not getting to keep all of the money for their own school and especially
if other schools are already Title 1 they get a ton of support, and then they also
get a grant, whereas we don’t get Title 1 support, and we have to raise our
money.
However, Andrea recognized that her school also benefited from parent involvement,
as Gloria had described in her high fundraising school. Andrea explained that “What
separates a school like ours from another school that gets a grant is that they also don’t
have huge parent community support. And we do.” These parents supported sharing a
portion of their funds, but saw individual school fundraising as a way to ensure that
their kids’ needs were met.
Frances didn’t feel she had enough information to provide an impression of the
policy. Despite having been the PTA president and having in-depth knowledge of her
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own school fundraising, she wondered, “Is our school an anomaly in comparison to
what other PTAs are normally raising? What does the typical PTA raise? And that
might make me feel a little differently about it.” It wasn’t clear from our conversation
how this information might shift Frances’s thinking, but like Andrea’s and Christina’s
questions about the resources that Title 1 schools got, it did show that parents often
only know about the school where they have first-hand experience, making it difficult
for them to see how their school fits into the bigger picture.
Evelyn was the only parent from this group who was completely unfamiliar
with the fundraising policy prior to the interview. Like Gloria, her child was enrolled
in a high fundraising lottery school outside of her neighborhood. However, Evelyn’s
only child was in Grade 2 and had mostly attended online school due to the COVID
pandemic, so she had not had much exposure to the fundraising that went on. I
provided an overview of the elements of the policy, and Evelyn thought she would
need to do some more research before forming an opinion. However, she shared some
initial impressions:
It seems sort of tricky, because, if I decide I need two teachers and we raise
$200,000 but we only get to keep, you know, enough for half their salaries or
whatever, and then, the rest goes into a fund that then gets redistributed, that
we may not get access to, that seems like that could sort of defeat the purpose.
While she didn’t oppose the sharing requirement, she did wonder whether the ratio
allowed schools that fundraised to get what they needed. She said, “I like that at least
60% of the funds go to the school, right, but that’s a challenge, because that means
you have to over-fundraise to fully staff potentially.” Typically, that is exactly what
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happens—schools set fundraising goals that include a 33% overage to fund the
additional staff they intend to pay for along with the required contribution. Evelyn
provided an example of raising money to diversify the teaching staff:
If I was able to raise $300,000 to bring African American teachers to a school,
I want the money to go to that school, so those African American teachers can
be at the school where there are a lot of African American students, right? So I
guess it just really depends on the intent behind it.
Her primary concern was that targeted fundraising to address equity goals such as
increased racial diversity in teaching staff should reach the students who stand to
benefit most from those initiatives, and that the sharing requirement shouldn’t be a
barrier to achieving those goals. As Evelyn was just learning about the policy, her
perspective provided a contrast to the other members of this group who were more
familiar with its goals and function.
Summary. While parents had a range of perceptions connected to fundraising
in their schools, when considering the policy itself, a few issues were salient. The key
elements of the policy are that it allows parent fundraising to pay for staff and it
requires a portion of parent fundraising to be redistributed. Two parents in this group
did not believe that parents should be able to pay for staff, while the rest
acknowledged the benefits that the additional staff provided to their students. The
majority of parents from fundraising schools (six out of nine) were not opposed to the
requirement to share a portion of the funds that were raised in their schools, but they
expressed a range of rationales and caveats, including a desire for more information
about additional funding sources, concerns about meeting needs in their own schools,
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questions about fairness, and resistance to fundraising for staff. Of the three who
didn’t express an opinion on sharing specifically, two disliked the policy overall and
one didn’t have enough information to form an opinion. In the surveys submitted
when these parents volunteered to participate in the interview, this group represented a
range of attitudes about the policy. It was interesting to learn that the two parents who
had reported that they supported the policy liked it because they felt it was important
to share resources with low income schools while still being able to supplement
staffing to meet individual school needs. In contrast, the two parents who had reported
that they opposed the policy disliked it because they didn’t think parents should pay
for staff, not because they didn’t think that fundraising should be shared. They did not
think that the benefits to schools that fundraised or schools that received grants
outweighed the perceived inequities.
Parents From Schools That Did Not Fundraise for Staff. When asked about
their general views on the district’s fundraising policy, five of the eight parents in this
group shared their perception that the fundraising policy maintained or increased the
disparities between affluent and low-income schools in the district, with several
describing distinct differences between schools that are next to each other
geographically. Gloria was the only parent from a high fundraising school that had
expressed this view; notably, she also had an older child in a school that did not do a
lot of fundraising. These five parents thought that additional teachers paid for by
fundraising fundamentally improved the experience of students in those schools, and
two pointed out specifically that the grants did not provide enough money to fund
staff. Quinn expressed a point of view that was shared by several parents: “Our school
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district is so inequitable already, I just feel like this is just exacerbating the problem.”
Patricia reflected, "It is not fair that rich schools get better teachers or more teachers or
have an advantage there.” Olivia echoed this sentiment, saying “I think it’s stupid. It
just makes it so if you live a mile apart from somebody, you can have a completely
different educational experience.” She went on to describe an issue that had been
mentioned by four survey respondents as well—that schools ‘in the middle’ that
neither had the capacity to fundraise for staff nor qualified for Title 1 or grant funding
were left out of any of the financial benefits of this system. Her school’s demographics
had recently shifted enough to receive a grant from the redistributed funds for the first
time, which was appreciated, but didn’t change her mind about the impact of the
policy. She explained:
I still think it’s kind of lip service and trying to get around the fact that it’s
super inequitable by saying, ‘Oh look, but we give these grants to these low
income schools’…even if our school is going to get some money from it, I
think the whole thing is wrong.
Her concerns echoed those of survey respondents who expressed that their schools
were slipping through the cracks in this system, which Olivia described as “this
horrible no man’s land.”
Opposition to Fundraising for Staff. Miranda and Nick stated that they
weren’t opposed to the sharing requirement itself and even acknowledged the positive
intent behind it, but, like Danielle and Isabel in the fundraising group, they were
concerned that fundraising for staff was allowed at all. Miranda said, “There is a very
obvious, not very hidden, subtle discrimination and privilege established in this policy,
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I think, by providing for a system in which parents can purchase teachers.” Nick
explained, “My reaction to that is more a fundamental question about whether we
should be doing fundraising at all.” Like Hannah in the fundraising group, these
parents believed that a system in which wealthier schools could hire extra teachers and
lower income schools could not was inherently inequitable.
Policy Should Go Further. Even the two parents in this group who liked the
policy felt that it did not go far enough, since the amount of money kept by the schools
that fundraised was so much higher than the amount distributed to the schools who
received grants. This was especially a concern because the grants did not provide
enough funding to hire additional staff. Kjersten explained her thinking as follows:
I get it is definitely a good idea. On paper, I think the concept is noble, to help
support schools that may not have a PTA or the other parent energy to get
these funds to support the schools to plug the holes. But then you have schools
with a lot of power who are able to raise a lot of money, and they still keep a
huge chunk for themselves. They are still able to hire two to three positions,
whereas this $16,000 that you said goes to one K-5, it can’t-- how many
teachers is that going to fund? That barely skims the surface.
She felt that it was a good start but wasn’t yet fixing anything. Jen agreed that the
policy, which has been in place for more than 25 years, was “a step in the right
direction; in other words, if funds are going to be raised, they should be shared.” Both
expressed that they liked the policy because they appreciated that the sharing
requirement was an improvement upon all fundraising staying in the school where it
was raised.
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Suggested Policy Changes. When asked about their perceptions of the policy,
four parents in this group brought up changes to the current policy that they thought
might have more equitable results. This topic was also directly addressed later, after
seeing the data on the distribution of funds. Jen thought that “If parents are going to
pay for schools, then that should be, you know, centrally; all those funds should be
pooled and they should be divided equally among all schools.” Olivia agreed, saying
“I would much prefer it was a central thing and it got distributed evenly.” Miranda
also thought that a central fund would be a move in the right direction, saying “I think
if [the district] continues to do any fundraising for staff in particular, it should be at the
district level and that money can go into the equity allocation.” Kjersten’s suggestion
was slightly different; she thought a sliding scale might be an improvement. She
wondered, “When you hit certain thresholds of how much you raise, do you take more
of that chunk to add to the general fund?” While Lucas also considered changes to the
policy, he battled with potential unintended consequences. He questioned the
perception that fundraising might depress advocacy for education funding; a finding
suggested in the survey responses indicating that the district’s policy had a negative
impact on advocacy.
I think it’s just enormously complicated with a lot of unintended consequences,
so if you ban it outright, then how much are you improving the quality of
education at low income schools? If there’s a theory of action that if we don’t
let [high fundraising schools] hire more staff, then the parents will now fight
for higher taxes and everybody will be equal, I’m not sure that theory of action
has any evidence to support that. So it’s like, okay, well then, how can we let
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them deliver a better education to their kids but maybe also help everybody, so
you know, top slicing a third off of the donations, I don’t know what the
amount should be, if it’s half or a third…at some point, people will stop
donating, if 75% of your dollar doesn’t go to your kids.”
Like Bonnie in the fundraising group, Lucas thought that there was likely a threshold
that would maximize the benefits to students in low income schools while also
allowing parents to meet needs in their own schools through fundraising. Unlike
Bonnie however, Lucas seemed to approach the question from the point of view that
reforms to the policy should be considered.
Nick, Patricia, and Quinn were uncomfortable with the reliance on parent
fundraising to meet basic needs. Nick didn’t think it was right to be “depending on
local fundraising to make this stuff happen.” Quinn and Patricia went further, agreeing
with Danielle and Isabel in the fundraising group that equitable, stable education
funding was the responsibility of the state government rather than parents, a point of
view that also came up in 26 survey responses. Quinn wanted to see increased
property taxes to fund education, as she had previously lived in other states where
property tax rates were higher. She said, “I think that people here are not paying their
fair share of property taxes. I think all these people who can afford to put all this
money into fundraisers, they should just be paying higher property taxes.” Patricia
thought, “Every single child in a state should be funded equally in a school. That is
just my baseline. Again totally woo-woo dreamy Utopian ideal of how public
education should be funded.” At this point, I did explain how the district utilized a
differentiated funding model that did not result in equal funding per student, but rather
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allocated more per-student funding to kids in low income schools in an effort to close
the opportunity gap (RSD, 2021). Her response was as follows:
Well that screws up my egalitarian Utopian bulls---! But I think even with that
kind of a balance, I’m like, why does our school still struggle so much
compared to, you know, like [a high fundraising school] three miles down the
road?
One final sentiment that was expressed by Patricia and Quinn was that they
assumed that fundraising was an obligation in more affluent schools, which then gave
the impression that this was not the case in their own schools. Patricia said:
I think there would be some pressure there to contribute…and that’s sh—y.
Like, you know (laughing), you don’t give us enough money, we don’t get a
better art teacher, we don’t get a special yoga teacher, I don’t know.
Quinn also said, “My impression is that if you are at a school in an affluent
neighborhood, that you’re going to be obliged to fundraise for staffing.” While neither
Patricia or Quinn had experienced being a parent in a high fundraising school, their
impressions seemed substantiated at least by Isabel’s description, above, about her
experience in a school that normalized fundraising as an expectation in her perception.
To summarize these parents’ prior perceptions of the fundraising policy, this
group was generally more aligned than the parents from schools that fundraised for
staff. None of these parents said that their schools benefited from the policy; instead
the majority (five out of eight) thought that the policy exacerbated the disparities
between high income and low income schools by concentrating the benefits in schools
that could afford to fundraise. Four of these parents described policy changes they
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thought would result in greater equity, while three others didn’t think parent
fundraising was the answer at all. Lucas was the only parent in this group concerned
that changes to the policy could result in reduced funds overall.
Post-Data Perceptions of the Policy
In the interview, the quantitative data about fundraising distribution shared
earlier in this chapter was presented to respondents. They were shown a simplified
version of the findings (Appendix B: Parent Interview Instruments), along with my
explanation. After having an opportunity to ask clarifying questions about the data,
they were asked to respond to the prompts, “What (if anything) here is new or
surprising to you?” and “What thoughts do you have about this information?” The
responses from each group are included below. In some responses, participants refer to
the color codes used for fundraising level in the data presented to them; for reference,
high fundraising schools were coded as blue, moderate fundraising schools were
orange, and low fundraising schools were gray.
Parents From Schools that Fundraised for Staff. After reviewing the data
on foundation fundraising, which after redistribution showed per-student allocations of
$217 in high fundraising schools, $105 in moderate fundraising schools, and $46 in
low fundraising schools, all nine of the parents in this group indicated a negative
perception of the remaining disparity after redistribution. Only one parent expressed
surprise at the data—Isabel called the results “pretty shocking,” even though her prior
perception was that the policy was inequitable. She perceived a disconnect between
the data that was shared and the messaging around fundraising in her school that the
required one-third contribution was really helping low-income communities. In
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reference to the per-student allocation of fundraised dollars, she said, “I would love to
show them this average per-student amount, like, this does not support that narrative at
all, that ‘Look how much we support the less advanced schools’.”
Data Aligned with Expectations. The other eight participants said that they
weren’t surprised by the fundraising allocation data. Christina recognized that the
math worked out, but even so, indicated that she hadn’t expected the allocations to be
so far apart. “With a two thirds/one third, I guess it kind of makes sense, but…there’s
more of a discrepancy that I was even aware of, I guess, between the $217 and the
$46, like that’s big.” Frances also recognized that “There’s still great disparity even
after distribution between that $217 and $46.” Five parents specified that the disparity
in the allocations aligned with existing racial or socioeconomic disparities within the
schools and greater community. Danielle’s impression was “that the White schools
fundraise the most and benefit the most, over and over again, in all of these. The
schools that need it the least, that have the fewest underserved kids, keep doing the
best.” Evelyn also said that the numbers matched her experience; that “The schools
with the money get the money, their students get the benefits, and the schools with low
economic demographics, underserved racial groups, get very little money and it feels
like that’s just the way it is.” Earlier, Evelyn was concerned that the sharing
requirement might mean that schools who fundraised to meet the needs of students of
color would not be able to reach their goals. Seeing the data showing the demographic
makeup of the schools that were doing the fundraising seemed to shift her perspective,
and she added, “I wasn’t aware of the intricacies of it. I, you know, am unshocked.”
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Bonnie focused on the socioeconomic distribution, saying “Massive inequities,
and distribution of wealth, and consolidation of wealth in this country are very much
reflected in these graphs, and again, I can say, as the richest country in the world, we
should and could do better.” Andrea, who had worked hard to raise funds to support
her school and convince other parents of the value of sharing with schools who had
less, also observed the pattern of fundraising dollars being concentrated in the most
affluent schools, but she was concerned that only looking at fundraising dollars did not
provide a complete picture:
The blue group, even after redistribution, is having, you know, the majority of
the money coming back to them, and then the gray only gets like a snippet,
which sucks. But I’m wanting to see the overall money that goes to the school
because this just looks like it sucks. Like, you know, the rich people still get to
keep their money, and the poor schools get a little bit. But what I want to know
is, what else are they getting? You know, like from other grants, and Title 1
funds and stuff like that and see how that per-student funding looks, because
then, what if it’s looking at $175 versus $217? Then that’s not as big of a gap.
In this statement, Andrea indicated that she wanted to compare funding sources
beyond the district’s baseline to see whether the disparities are less stark than shown
in the data. However, Title 1 funds serve a different purpose than fundraising dollars.
According to the U.S. Department of Education (2018), federal Title 1 funds are
provided for the purpose of targeting resources to high-poverty communities to
address specific needs factoring into the persistent gap in outcomes. Those same needs
aren’t present at the same level in the schools where foundation fundraising dollars are
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concentrated. To Andrea, the data appeared to show inequitable disparities in the
distribution of fundraising dollars, but she had a hard time judging the impact of this
without knowing whether the additional per-student funding supporting high poverty
schools reduced the gap. I explained that in RSD, Title 1 dollars were part of the
funding model, but foundation fundraising dollars and grants were considered
supplemental, which was why my research focused on these dollars in isolation.
According to the district, a differentiated baseline level of per-student funding was
needed to achieve equity goals, and fundraising dollars were over and above that
baseline (RSD, 2021). However, without seeing the per-student numbers, Andrea
wasn’t satisfied by this explanation.
Benefits Concentrated in Resourced Communities. Hannah was particularly
interested in the impact of the additional staff that these dollars brought to schools that
could fundraise:
What just leaps out at me is we already know that if you’re coming into a
school, I mean the number one predictor of student success academically is
family income, and so we already know that starting like from birth that you’re
already set up, more set up for success if your family has more money. So if
you’re at a homogenous school where it’s already a wealthy community, and
so you have kids coming in equipped with some of the things they need to
begin with, those are not necessarily the schools that need more staff. And yet
those are the schools that are being able to buy more staff and that’s, it just
feels very, very wrong.
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While this comment connects to other parents’ perceptions that fundraising dollars are
concentrated in the schools that don’t necessarily need the additional support, Hannah
takes the idea further, observing that students who are currently benefiting from
foundation fundraising are likely to be successful regardless of whether their school
gets additional staff. Gloria also expressed that the distribution “really makes an
impact on perpetuating an education of higher quality, and more staff, and better
supported, to the schools that don’t need it really. Or they need it, but not as much.”
Gloria also noted that these schools that see the primary benefit of fundraising dollars
are “probably schools where parents are available, maybe some parents don’t work
full time, they probably have a good socioeconomic situation.” Both parents echoed
the perception Andrea shared earlier, that students in schools that fundraise likely
benefit from a range of non-financial resources as well as the fundraising dollars.
Addressing Disparities. Some parents thought the district should address the
disparities in fundraising allocations. Seeing the data confirmed Gloria’s previous
opinion about what should be done; she said, “I think my main conclusion is, there
needs to be more regulation to try to make it more equitable and support more of their
schools that need it a lot more.” Otherwise, she explained, “It really marks a
segregation; it really segregates public school.” Bonnie on the other hand shifted from
her prior point of view. Earlier, she thought that the current policy was “probably as
good as it’s going to get.” But after seeing the numbers, she suggested that more
action could be taken. She said:
$217 versus $46 is so much better than it could be, but again, there needs to be
a massive social conversation, because kids are paying the price, and we need
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to have an educated workforce for the future and we’re not going to get there
with these massive amounts of inequity.
In considering how to mitigate the disparities, Frances noted that solutions limiting
fundraising could have unintended consequences for schools that rely on grants, as
Bonnie and Lucas mentioned previously. She said, “The tricky part is that the $46
doesn’t come unless the fundraising happens on the other end, right?” As the data and
prior research on fundraising showed that fundraising tended to be concentrated in
White, affluent communities, Frances thought the disparities highlighted “a multifaceted problem” that might be addressed through levers beyond fundraising, like
boundary change that created more heterogenous neighborhood schools. Isabel agreed,
recognizing that “fundraising is tied to so many other [district] policies that are
definitely in need of some improvement, like the redistricting and boundary review.”
Both Frances and Isabel saw a link between school demographics and the disparities in
fundraising dollars, and thought that resources might be distributed more evenly if
schools were less segregated.
Summary. In summary, after seeing the data, every parent in the group from
schools that fundraised expressed negative impressions about the difference in perstudent allocations from foundation fundraising dollars. Five parents noted a link
between the disparities and existing racial and socioeconomic disparities in schools,
and four parents also noted that funds and resources were concentrated in schools with
fewer needs. While six parents previously indicated that they supported the sharing
requirement, these parents also said they were not surprised by the data shared around

172

the resulting distribution of the shared funds.Three parents thought the district needed
to address the disparities further.
Parents From Schools That Did Not Fundraise for Staff. Similar to the
fundraising group, seven out of the eight parents in this group indicated a negative
perception of the difference in the size of the allocations to high and low fundraising
schools after the redistribution of funds. However, in contrast to the high fundraising
group, four parents also acknowledged that despite the remaining disparity, the policy
appeared to be having the intended effect of redistributing funds from high to low
fundraising schools. In this group, the per-student dollar amounts of the allocations
were surprising to a few people: Nick, for example, had not expected to see so much
money in the high fundraising schools after redistribution. Despite the policy
specifying that fundraising schools kept two thirds of their funds while the remaining
dollars were distributed across many schools that qualified for grants, Nick said, “I
had made the assumption that those higher performing schools weren’t seeing
anything come back from that, which I guess I should know better.” He hadn’t
realized how many more schools received grants (31) than those who raised
significant amounts of money (11), so it surprised him to see how thinly the resulting
grants were spread. Six out of eight participants expressed that the disparity
contributed to inequitable educational opportunities, often based on the socioeconomic
or racial demographics of schools. As Patricia said, “I think it’s really interesting to
see it fully broken down and to see like 73% White; $217. To just see that straight line
correlation. Yeah, I hate it. I really hate it.”
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Redistribution Is Better Than Nothing. In contrast to the group of parents
from fundraising schools, four of the eight parents in this group noted that the
resulting financial distribution was at least an improvement on how fundraising dollars
would have been allocated without the policy in place. Lucas said that “Just based on
the foundation, it does look like it’s kind of doing what it’s designed to do. It’s
redistributing about a third away from the richest schools, down to the lower income
schools.” Quinn was surprised at how much money was being fundraised overall, but
agreed that the redistribution helped. “I can see where it is making a difference; it’s
also just sort of mind-boggling to think that there is that amount of money being
captured through this system.” The amount of money that some schools were able to
raise also concerned Nick, who had noted earlier that his discomfort with the
fundraising policy stemmed from being “in a situation where it is so much money
churning in some areas.” But parents still struggled with the disparity that remained
after the funds were redistributed. For example, Miranda said:
I mean, sure, to some degree, it does redistribute, which is great if we’re going
to allow parents to buy teachers, then yes redistribution is good because it does
at least devalue those donations to some degree, right? But I think
fundamentally the existence of the system creates more problems than it
solves. It doesn’t redistribute money in the community in a way that is
significantly impactful. It’s maybe slightly less inequitable. But it’s still
inequitable.
Olivia noted that based on the overall data showing the amounts distributed to all
elementary schools grouped by fundraising level, “It does make it a little bit more
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equitable…but it’s almost like it looks better than it is.” She felt that the per-student
funding better captured the differences, as there were so many more students in the
low fundraising schools than in the high fundraising schools. She said, “$217 per
student versus $46 per student is a giant chasm in between there. That’s not equitable
at all, even with a redistribution.”
Repercussions of Fundraising for Staff. Jen felt that the data affirmed her
previous position that parents shouldn’t be funding staff. She shared a concern that
“the fact that some schools can fundraise to make that happen when it’s not happening
globally, I think, makes it less likely that we will change it for everyone.” Miranda
also thought that paying for staff was particularly problematic; her impression was that
“this is just evidence that you can like buy a better education in [this city] if you have
more money in the public school system. Especially if you’re White.” These
comments illustrate a sentiment that was also expressed in ten survey responses and
that Lucas had previously questioned; that if the most resourced families are focused
on fundraising to meet the needs that they are able to address directly in their own
communities, then there is less urgency and motivation to reform education funding to
better serve everyone.
Effectiveness of Policy
After viewing the data on fundraising distribution, participants were presented
with a statement from the district’s foundation organization explaining that the fund
that redistributes a portion of fundraised dollars is “initiating ways that parent-led
fundraising can transcend individual school communities and make a broader, more
equitable impact.” (The Fund for RSD, n.d.) Parents were asked to respond to the
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question, “If this is the goal, how well are they doing?” Additionally, parents were
asked to share what they thought it would look like if this policy was working more
effectively, and potential suggestions to increase equitable impact. Below is the
summary of the responses from each group.
Parents From Schools that Fundraised for Staff. Eight out of the nine
parents in this group agreed that the policy was not having a ‘more equitable impact,’
as the website stated. Bonnie however focused on the fact that the language from the
website specified ‘more equitable impact,’ as opposed to just ‘equitable impact,’ and
therefore thought that the policy was working as intended: “You can’t argue with the
results; there has been a more equitable redistribution of resources.” Two others
thought that while the results were not equitable, the outcomes were better than no
redistribution at all. For example, Frances recognized, “This doesn’t even exist in—
you know what I mean. So it exists; there’s that.” Gloria also reluctantly admitted, “I
guess there’s a contribution to schools that really need it, but I feel it’s marginal
compared to what they really would need.”
Funds Not Reaching Students Who Need It Most. Like Gloria, Danielle
commented that this distribution did not show funding going where it was needed. She
thought that the data showed “Some of us are raising all of the money and keeping
most of the money, and I just don’t see that it’s really reaching the schools that need it
the most.” Also commenting on the disparity in the distribution of funds, Evelyn
thought that “while it says that equitable impact is the primary goal, it doesn’t read
that way if the majority of the money is staying where it was raised.” Christina had
expected that RSD’s redistribution requirement might disrupt the national trends I had
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described based on the literature, in which the fundraising dollars are concentrated in
the most affluent schools, but she noted, “Even though we have this, we’re still
looking like other places.”
Unintended Consequences of Reform. Six parents in this group expressed
concerns that if the district were to address what they perceived as inequitable impacts
of the policy, there could be unintended consequences of reform. Hannah described
one aspect of this tension, saying “how do we make sure that when we make a change,
we don’t inadvertently hurt those underresourced schools more than they’ve already
been hurt?” She wondered, if the district fund was no longer capturing that 30%, “Are
we going to be able to make up that money, as a district, for the schools that are
currently receiving it?” Christina wondered how giving might change if parents were
required to share a higher percentage:
I don’t know if I personally feel this way, because I feel like I might still give
even if I knew it was, but I worry that people won’t want to give as much, like
say at [my school] if they’re not feeling like most of their dollars are going
towards their students.
Frances echoed this concern and felt the need to approach changes with caution.
Referring to the money distributed through grants, she said, “you have to be very
strategic about making changes that make it more equitable so that you don’t lose the
money that the kids were getting anyway.” She talked about parents raising money for
what she considered to be a “public private school experience,” and provided more
context:

177

They would just leave and go put their money, if they’re going to give their
money, into a place where they feel like it was going towards their kid.
Because ultimately, they’re selfish. You know what I mean?
Evelyn also saw potential barriers to changing the policy from parents in higher
income schools, because “if they’re making the lion’s share of the money, the higher
economic schools, they’re not going to want to share that money…they want the
money to go to where they raised it for, which I get.” Bonnie recognized this instinct
as well, but thought it could be overcome:
A lot of times, people say, well I’m just not going to give 30% of my donation
to another school, but then, when you actually sit down and have the
conversation and humanize it and draw on people’s empathy and sympathy, I
think that could rapidly change.
Andrea was not sure that eliminating fundraising for staff would increase equity;
saying “If you eventually phase this out, then what? For the other schools? They’re not
going to get that money. So maybe it’s only, whatever, $47 per kid, but now they’re
going to have zero. So that’s a better solution?” These parents thought that changes
that increased the percentage required to be shared or centralized all foundation
fundraising could result in fewer parent donations overall. Frances also implied that
parents might leave the district if they were unable to directly support their school
through fundraising. Hannah, Frances, and Andrea specifically spoke to losing grants
for low-income schools as a concern, but none of the parents mentioned high
fundraising schools losing the ability to fund as much FTE as a potential consequence.
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Ideas About Equitable Impact. Several parents expressed unique perspectives
on what an equitable impact would look like. Gloria, whose children attended a highfundraising school outside of their neighborhood, said that equitable impacts would
look like a reduction in the gap in academic outcomes:
It would mean that reading scores, math scores, all of that gets better across the
district, but it doesn’t. We are seeing that kids in my neighborhood when
they’re in fifth grade they read at the third grade level, right? And the kids in
this school, when they’re in fifth grade, they are reading at the high school
level. That equitable impact, I do not see it happening at all.
For Evelyn, equitable impacts looked like an alignment between district equity goals
and the use of fundraising dollars used for FTE. For example:
If the entire district is pushing towards equitable higher cultural diversity in
their teaching staff, if you’re moving in that direction with hiring teachers, then
I say you know, fine, get as much money as you can to get who you need to get
into that space.
She recognized that currently, more affluent schools are doing the bulk of the
fundraising, but continued to be concerned that the sharing requirement could
negatively low-income schools that raised funds to meet specific equity-focused needs
in their communities. She suggested, “When more money is brought in by the lower
economic schools, then maybe you shift, maybe there’s a sliding scale.”
Suggestions. All but one of the parents in this group did not feel that the
current policy was currently working effectively to increase equity in the district.
When asked to offer suggestions to increase the equitable impact of the policy, a range
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of ideas came up. Several parents identified policy adjustments as a way to increase
the equitable impact of the policy. While she thought that the policy was “working
well and we’re heading in the right direction,” Bonnie still wanted to see a reduced
disparity in the per-student distribution of fundraised dollars, stating “I wouldn’t want
to see more than a 20% delta within any of the different cohorts.” Other suggestions
included Christina’s thought that “if it was more of a 50/50, or I don’t know what that
number needs to be to make it a little bit more equitable.” She also wondered, “If the
foundation was a district-wide foundation that people were fundraising for instead of it
being an individual school thing, I’ve thought about that, like would that help make it
a little bit less?” Isabel thought that to have a more equitable policy, the district should
“make everything go to the central fund, then we can start talking about equity, like
that it is equitable.” Alternately, Danielle thought that parents should not be able to
fund staff at all going forward. Hannah offered a nuanced perspective that only
schools above a certain threshold of students that the district defines as underserved
(for example, BIPOC students, students experiencing poverty, students with
disabilities, or emergent bilingual students) should have the option to raise funds for
staff. She said:
I think if a school is incredibly homogenous and wealthy, paying for staff
should not be acceptable; that we shouldn't be allowing that. Because again it
just perpetuates this fallacy of like, the best schools versus the worst schools,
so I would like to see more guidance around that. So if we are going to pay for
staff, it needs to be at a school that has significant needs that are unmet.
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Gloria thought the district should implement a cap, wondering “I don’t know why
they, at the same time, don’t put a limit to what some schools could fundraise.”
Frances and Danielle agreed that localized school partnerships might be more
effective models of fund-sharing that extended the feeling of community beyond
individual schools. Frances described this as “a more equitable solution, personally, of
leveraging all of those PTAs together and then coming up with some kind of sharing
of resources.”
Bonnie and Hannah recommended acknowledging the positive intent behind
fundraising: building connections to school and improving the community. Hannah
asked, “how do we harness that and make it work better for those that have less?” She
identified the good that had been done through foundation dollars in her school,
because the PTA had an equity focus and therefore specifically funded staff that met
the needs of struggling students, but she had a realization:
All of us at some point are going to age out of the school, so just because right
now I feel really good about our fundraising and our focus and how we spend
the money, you know, because it’s discretionary, is it always going to be the
case that our PTA has that lens? And I would hope so, but it might not. So how
do you institutionalize equity?
Andrea thought that in order to have support for any changes to the current
system, the district would need increased transparency about the range of funding
sources and what is provided to various schools, along with an explanation of how
these changes would help level the playing field. She explained:
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I think if everyone had correct and accurate information, it would be easier for
people to understand why, say, they wanted to increase the foundation giving
to the central fund; it would make sense to show how big of an inequity there
actually is overall Because we do know what Title 1 funds get schools,
everybody knows that.
Frances suggested that broader solutions, such as boundary change that created
more heterogenous school communities, could be helpful. She described her
experiences with boundary change when she was a high school student, when families
resisted shifts that moved more affluent students into a perceived “bad school.” After a
few years, she remembered, the concerns dissipated, and she said, “It doesn’t exist
anymore, and people found out that their kids were going to make it, and you know
what I mean? It was just perception at the end of the day.” Frances thought that while
changes can be hard, kids and families would adapt in time. Isabel thought that these
hard changes would be possible, but “the district needs to grow some backbone. Do
things that are right. But I don’t have high hopes for that.”
Parents From Schools That Did Not Fundraise for Staff. All of the parents
in schools that did not fundraise for staff expressed either that the policy was not
working to have an equitable impact, or that the policy may technically be having an
impact but that it was not doing enough. As Lucas put it:
It might be better to phrase it like, ‘This is intended to blunt the very worst
harms that can be done, and lead every parent community to fend for itself
when it comes to funding essential services,’ and I’d say, okay, I guess you’re
kind of doing that.
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Similarly, Miranda noted that “To some degree, it does redistribute, which is great if
we’re going to allow parents to buy teachers, then yes redistribution is good because it
does at least devalue those donations to some degree.” However, her primary
perspective was that “It’s a fundamentally bad, fundamentally flawed policy that is in
direct counter to the district racial equity and social justice initiative, to the district
vision of a more equitable school system that doesn’t disadvantage Black and Native
students.” Patricia reinforced her earlier observations about a racial hierarchy in the
distribution of funds. Her reaction was, “A nice idea, I get the intent, but it just feels, it
feels super lip-servicey. It feels like a way for schools to be like, ‘Look, we’re
contributing to these less fortunate schools,’ but it is still putting White kids on top.”
After seeing the data, Kjersten, who initially thought that the policy was “a great
start,” said, “I don’t think it’s working. The Pollyanna can say it’s better than nothing,
but there has to be a way to do better. It’s just still keeping that ‘have’ and ‘have not’
gap.” Quinn thought that while the policy may be doing what it is intended to do, that
redistributing fundraising dollars might not be the right focus. She said:
Our school has gotten money from this fund before. I don’t know what it gets
spent on. So I think that there is, you know, they are redistributing wealth to
schools that don’t have that fundraising ability, so I think if that’s their goal, if
they’re, like, not going to focus over here, they’re on their same path in there,
you know it seems like they’re meeting that goal.
She was referring to the fact that to her, fundraising in general seemed like “just a
distraction; like I don’t think anybody is actually looking at the real thing that needs to
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be changed.” Quinn had explained previously that the “real thing that needs to be
changed” was education funding at the state level.
Grants Do Not Provide Enough Funds to Hire Staff. Quinn and Jen pointed
out the grants that went to low income schools were not enough to pay for additional
staff, which is how the fundraising schools used the money. Quinn asked:
When the funds are redistributed to other schools, is that money used for
additional staff as well? That’s not really enough to hire more staff, so if some
of the higher income schools are using the money to increase their staff and
decrease their class sizes, and they’re giving out these little chunks of money
to lower income schools, but it’s not enough to actually—I mean I think that’s
one of the biggest issues, right, is staffing, and they can’t actually do that.
Jen also assumed that “$46 per student is probably not enough money to fund another
staff position. And $217 per student probably is enough to fund another staff position.
And that’s just such a huge difference in terms of how students are served.” Lucas
didn’t specifically mention paying for teachers, but also worried that “I don’t know
how much, for a school with 60% of the kids from, you know, historically
underrepresented communities, how much of a difference $15,000 is going to make.”
Nobody in this group expressed the perception that this policy was working well as-is
to have an equitable impact.
Barriers To Policy Reform. A few parents discussed the barriers to changing
the policy, acknowledging the tensions and potential unintended consequences but
also the potential benefits. Like Isabel in the fundraising group, Miranda also thought
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there was a lack of courage to address challenging issues at the district level. Miranda
put the blame on the board:
I get that the board doesn’t have a backbone. I think if they literally got rid of
the policy tomorrow, I think there’d be a bunch of fighting for like a year, and
then it would be fine. But some of the board members would lose their seats,
and none of them are willing to take those risks.
Echoing Frances’s reflections from the fundraising group, Miranda’s comments also
acknowledged that while change can be hard initially, parents and students typically
adjust to the new system in time, and that a temporary disruption that results in a more
equitable system long term is likely worth it.
However, Kjersten, Lucas, and Jen noted that parents could also be a barrier to
change. Kjersten said, “There might be slight resentment saying, ‘Well, we’re doing
this to better our school; why don’t we get to keep more?’ So it’s a very difficult
debate.” Jen also thought that parents in schools that fundraised might not want to
share more of their money, and offered a perspective that was in direct contrast to
what Andrea in the fundraising group shared regarding fundraising dollars making up
for the extra resources low income schools get through Title 1 or other funds. She
said:
Schools that have lower income kids probably, we know, if we want
everybody to have the same outcomes, we have to give some schools more
money than others. And so if those parents are wanting to level the playing
field, what they’re effectively saying is, we don’t want the playing field to be
leveled, we want our end to be higher.
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While Lucas also thought that a change could result in reduced parent fundraising, he
attributed this to a lack of trust in the district rather than a desire to keep more money
at individual schools. “I don’t know that that’s true, but I’m guessing people are much
more motivated to donate to their school than they are to [the district]. It seems like
everyone hates [the district], even if they love their school.” He thought that if families
were unable to trust how funds might be handled at the district level, they were
unlikely to support a central fundraising model.
Nick was the only parent to directly describe a positive impact in a low income
school that came from receiving a redistribution grant. In his experience working with
his principal to determine the use of grant funds, he saw that “this is a tool that makes
a big difference. That’s the most magic money in any public sector world: general
fund unfettered dollars.” However, as noted earlier, Nick had assumed that the bulk of
the fundraising dollars was being distributed to low income schools rather than
remaining in the schools where the funds were raised. His reaction to the distribution
of the funds, and especially the dollars that remained in the high fundraising schools,
was that the “numbers made me feel like I was right to be worried about how well that
sharing is happening.” While he said that sharing funds was definitely better than not
sharing them, especially considering the good his principal had been able to do using
grant funds, he also noted that, “If I had a magic wand, I’d say stop giving it to the
folks that can raise a hundred thousand dollars.”
Nick’s thoughts about the policy and potential changes were complex. In
addition to what he shared above, he thought the district had been defining equity as
an all-or-nothing, in which no students have access to additional resources unless all
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students have them. He compared paying for teachers to a recent situation that arose
due to students eating lunch outdoors during the rainy season in order to adhere to
safety protocols during the COVID-19 pandemic. Several school PTAs wanted to pay
for tents, but Nick’s perception was that the district refused to allow these purchases
because not all schools could afford the tents, and the ones that could afford it were
serving more privileged populations. He explained:
Yes, we’re using resources. But hey, kids are wet—so less kids wet, no kids
wet, I don’t know; we should all be wet, because of a history of really crappy
policy choices. And I can appreciate that if it’s like a solidarity argument,
right, if we all have to be boiled in that same pot of hot water maybe we’ll get
our act together and work together to fix this; versus if we can put band-aids on
different geographies in the city, then we’ll never have critical mass to actually
do anything.
Nick considered whether affluent schools’ reliance on fundraising was an
“organizational barrier” keeping schools from banding together, since these schools
were not feeling the impact of inadequate education funding in the same way.
Removing this barrier could bring school communities together to work towards
systemic change, but Nick was concerned that limiting access to additional resources
for some people just because they were not available to all people might not be an
effective tool for change either.
Suggestions. As all the parents in this group felt that the policy was not
currently achieving equitable outcomes, there were many suggestions for
improvement. As in the fundraising group, a common suggestion was increasing the
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percentage required to be shared. Olivia, Patricia, Jen, and Miranda described a central
fundraising pool that could be distributed per-student across the district as one way to
achieve this. Olivia, Patricia, and Jen all thought that equal per-student fundraising
dollars distributed across the district, on top of the differentiated baseline funding,
would be a more equitable outcome. For example, Olivia suggested, “The district
should come up with how much it costs per kid, like $170, and people just donate that
amount, and then it covers everybody because there are some schools where they can’t
get that.” Miranda and Jen also acknowledged that a simple increase in the required
contribution to 50% may be more politically palatable, but both preferred the central
fundraising model if funding staff continued. Jen’s suggestion was:
I would take away that $10,000 off the bottom that they get to keep and then I
would at least go to, you know, them keeping half the money and giving half
the money, but again would rather just have everything go into a central fund,
but I know there’s probably a fair bit of resistance to that.”
Kjersten suggested a sliding scale for contributions, with an increased contribution
based on the total fundraised in a school. Lucas and Quinn suggested that the district
might supplement low-income schools’ staff allocation to align with whatever was
paid for by fundraising dollars in other schools, which echoed Evelyn’s suggestion
from the fundraising group. Quinn said that “If they really wanted to make it more
equitable, then the district would need to match those funds and add staff so that
there’s equitable staffing between schools that have similar numbers of students.”
Miranda on the other hand suggested that the policy should be “creating a barrier to
having the ability to buy staff.” Nick had a similar suggestion to Evelyn from the
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fundraising group to align fundraising goals to a district vision for equity. He
described his idea as “If there were a shared equity vision of some sort, so if we said
that there are these areas or investments district wide that can really make a difference,
somehow prioritizing redistribution dollars along those lines.”
Quinn on the other hand didn’t have any suggestions to offer, but she did
acknowledge her appreciation for the lack of pressure to fundraise in her school,
knowing the resources of money, time, and energy that go into fundraising. She said:
It’s really nice to just go to a school, and know that all of your kids’ needs are
taken care of, and that there’s not this sort of dilemma of whether or not we’re
going to get this field trip based on whether or not we sell enough pies. That
does not seem to me how public school should be.
Perception Shift
Research Question 4 addressed whether there was a shift in perception about
the impact of the policy based on the data that was shared. These findings will focus
on the comparison between the parents’ level of support for the policy prior to the
interview as reported in their volunteer survey; their perception of the policy described
at the start of the interview; and their perceptions of how well the policy was working
after seeing the data. Table 21 below displays an overview of these findings, listing
each participant along with their school group affiliation, their attitude about the
policy as indicated prior to the interview, and the magnitude codes identifying any
changes in direction or intensity in their perceptions, with changes in bold. More
detailed responses will be discussed below.
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Table 21
Changes in Direction or Intensity of Parent Perception
Participant

Pre-Interview
Attitude

Change in Direction

Andrea

Positive

Positive to Neutral

Bonnie

Positive

Positive to Neutral

Christina

Neutral

Neutral to Negative

Danielle

Neutral

Evelyn

Neutral

No Change
(Negative)
Neutral to Negative

Frances

N/A

Neutral to Negative

Gloria

Negative

Hannah

Negative

Isabel

Negative

No Change
(Negative)
No Change
(Negative)
No Change
(Negative)

Change in
Intensity

Fundraising Schools

Increase

Non-Fundraising Schools
Jen

Positive

Positive to Negative

Kjersten

Positive

Positive to Negative

Lucas

Neutral

No Change (Neutral)

Miranda

Negative

Nick

Negative

Olivia

Negative

Patricia

Negative

Quinn

Negative

No Change
(Negative)
No Change
(Negative)
No Change
(Negative)
No Change
(Negative)
Negative to Positive

Increase

Increase

Overall, almost half (eight out of 17 parents) demonstrated a shift in perspective, and
three more showed an increased level of intensity from their previous position.
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Shifts Within the Fundraising Group. Five of the nine parents from
fundraising schools displayed a shift in perception about the fundraising policy, as
compared to three of the eight parents from non-fundraising schools. The shifts in this
group all moved from more to less positive, with two parents shifting from a positive
to a neutral attitude, and three parents shifting from a neutral to a negative point of
view. None of the four parents who began the interview with a negative attitude about
the policy changed their perception, although one did display a change in intensity.
Shifts from Positive to Neutral. Two parents demonstrated a shift from a
positive view to a more neutral or complex perspective after seeing the data. Andrea
and Bonnie, both from the fundraising group, both initially supported the policy’s
requirement to share funds and saw the redistribution as a positive way to support
schools with less resourced parent communities. Once Andrea saw the data, she said
that “this just looks like it sucks. Like, you know, the rich people get to still keep their
money, and the poor schools get just a little bit.” However, she remained conflicted
since she did not know what other resources the low income schools received:
I would want to see the [district] numbers to see how well it’s actually making
an equitable impact. Because I think that’s the missing piece. You can see what
foundation’s doing and how little of an impact it’s making, but coupled with
[district] and Title 1 funds and all that stuff, does it make it level? Does it give
them a leg up?
Bonnie initially expressed that the policy “is probably as good as it’s going to get…I
think structure-wise, it would be hard to improve on that.” However, after seeing the
data, while still acknowledging that the redistribution was better than nothing, Bonnie
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thought it might be possible to improve after all. She said, “I think that this
redistribution is a step in the right direction, but as an economist, if we are going to
create sustainable communities, you can’t have this massive amount of wealth
inequity.” Bonnie repeated that the policy was “going in the right direction” four times
during the discussion of the data that was shared, but qualified it with
acknowledgements of the inequality depicted in the data.
Shifts from Neutral to Negative. The three parents who initially displayed
neutral attitudes in the interview all had unique points of view. Christina was
conflicted, because as was reported earlier, “I feel like we could probably give more,
but at the same time I also want us to have enough to get our staff.” Evelyn was just
learning about the policy, and worried that the sharing requirement might negatively
impact low income communities who were able to raise funds to meet specific needs
in their communities. She explained, “I will need to look at it to form a more robust
opinion, but I think that it probably could use some attention to determine if it’s still,
from 20 years ago to now, relevant and equitable and fair.” Frances did not indicate a
level of support for the policy when she volunteered to be interviewed, and when we
spoke she indicated needing more information about other schools before forming an
opinion. She told me, “What I’m not sure of, is [my school] an anomaly in comparison
to what other PTAs are normally raising?” However, after viewing the data on the
distribution of funds, none of these three parents thought that the policy was equitable.
Christina said that “it just doesn’t feel right to also have it be like $200 and $50. I wish
they were a little closer together.” Evelyn said “I don’t think it’s a very effective tool,
I don’t, not the way that it currently is.” And Frances agreed, saying “Looking at the
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numbers, I don’t know that you could say it’s equitable when all the funding shakes
out, right?”
Change in Intensity. While Hannah initially disliked the policy, she also
appreciated the way that it allowed communities some autonomy in how they met
needs within their own schools. She thought that while it could perhaps be revised to
increase the amount that was shared, it was overall having a positive impact. However,
upon seeing the data, her perception grew more negative than before. She said, “I
instinctively think, oh well yeah, and then when you see the numbers it’s just
heartbreaking, right?” She went on to acknowledge the emotions involved in
fundraising as a way to support your school community:
When we’re talking about fundraising, adults—we adults, myself included—
have many emotions, like adult emotions, attached to the money we raise and
where it goes or whatever, and we tend to lose sight of the student. And I think
doing it this way, like seeing how stark it is, that like once again, like the
schools that have the most, just going in, a lot of advantages, right that come
with race and wealth, and then this. Really?!
After seeing the data, Hannah revised her earlier suggestion of increasing the sharing
requirement to 50% to 75% or more, “if we’re going to allow it at all.”
Shifts Within the Non-Fundraising Group. In this group, two parents shifted
from positive to negative views, while another shifted from negative to positive. Five
parents did not display a shift in perception; however two did indicate a more intense
view than before.
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Shift from Positive to Negative. Jen and Kjersten described their attitudes
about the policy as positive prior to the interview, and their feedback in our
conversations indicated that they shared the view that the policy was a step in the right
direction, because it required a portion of the donated funds to be shared with schools
with less fundraising capacity. However, once they saw the data, both indicated that
they felt differently. Jen identified that “the schools that are not able to raise the
money versus the schools that are able to raise the money, I mean that just seems
not—like, that looks good on paper, but how much impact is it actually having?”
Kjersten looked at the data and said, “I see the blue schools just really coming out on
top still. And that’s where it’s still not equitable.” For reference, the graphs that were
shared color-coded the high fundraising schools as blue.
Shift from Negative to Positive. Quinn was the only parent interviewed who
began with a negative attitude about the policy who thought that data showed that the
policy was having more of a positive impact than she had expected. Initially, Quinn
said the policy was “total nonsense; I can’t believe I even gave it a two [on a scale of
one to five].” However, after seeing the data, she said:
Looking at this, I’m thinking, like you know, if they are going to continue to
allow people to do this kind of fundraising, obviously this is somewhat
redistributing it. And you know, it’s an effort at equity, so I can see that, and I
can see how it benefits the lower income schools. It’s funny because I feel, I
mean I’m sure you’re hearing this in your interviews, it seems really like not in
the best interest of the higher income schools to even be doing this.
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By the end of the interview, Quinn thought that the policy was “headed in the right
direction,” but still needed work to ensure equitable staffing, since the grants did not
provide enough funds to hire staff like the fundraising schools were able to do.
Changes in Intensity. Two parents in this group seemed to develop an even
more negative attitude about the policy; they said that the data reinforced their
previous views. Patricia for once specifically said, “I hate it even more.” Nick reported
a negative perception of the policy prior to the interview, and when we spoke he
shared that his lack of support was “more a fundamental question about whether we
should be doing fundraising at all.” However, after seeing the data, Nick realized that
he had underestimated the effects of redistributing 1/3 of the fundraising dollars,
reacting to the data with, “Whoa! All right, this is not good.” He went on to say that “I
think my underlying philosophical qualms about it are still the same; I’m really
nervous about PTAs playing this role or communities playing this role. This just gives
me some evidence to say this really is not a good thing.”
Summary. In summary, parents whose perceptions shifted demonstrated range
of impressions of the data shared. For the two parents whose views shifted from
positive to neutral, they didn’t like the concentration of fundraising dollars in
wealthier schools and the comparatively insignificant dollars being redistributed. One
thought the district could do a better job, and the other wondered if other resources
like Title 1 funds made up for the disparity. Both of these parents were from schools
that participated in fundraising for staff. The three who shifted from neutral to
negative, also all from the fundraising group, previously didn’t know enough about the
functioning of the system to form an opinion, but saw the resulting disparities as too
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large, especially when considering the demographics of the different schools. The two
parents who shifted from positive to negative were in the non-fundraising group.
While they initially thought the policy was well-intended and a step in the right
direction, they thought that the data showed that redistribution wasn’t helping as much
as they had expected. The parent who shifted from negative to positive was also in the
non-fundraising group. She came to the interview feeling angry about a policy that she
felt exacerbated inequity, but the data showed her that redistribution was having more
of an impact than she thought. The four parents whose negative view increased in
intensity all felt that the data reinforced and gave credence to what had previously
seemed like only personal opinion or a vague impression of inequity.
Summary of Interview Findings
While there was substantial crossover in the perceptions shared by parents in
schools that fundraised for staff and those that did not, there were also observable
areas where the groups differed. These can be compared in the lists of interview codes
provided in Appendix E: Interview Findings. This analysis confirmed elements of
Proposition 2, positing that there would be thematic differences in open-ended
responses based on school fundraising level, as described below. When considering
prior perceptions of the policy, individual parents often identified what they saw as
both positive and negative elements, as well as several tensions. But when compared
across groups, comments from parents in the fundraising group were more
concentrated in the positive elements, while parents from the non-fundraising group
identified more negative elements. Parents in the fundraising group expressed far more
conflicted feelings about the policy, with many questions about equity and policy
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impacts, while parents in the non-fundraising group were more focused on potential
reforms.
Parents from fundraising schools were also more likely to be concerned about
unintended consequences of policy reform, while the non-fundraising group thought
more about the barriers to reform, although both issues were present in both groups.
Six of the nine parents from the fundraising group and one from the non-fundraising
group identified concerns about potential negative impacts of policy reform. Five of
these parents were concerned about a reduction in overall fundraising, and of those,
three specifically worried about a resulting loss of resources for the low income
schools receiving grants. One parent in the fundraising group also worried about the
impact of affluent parents leaving the district if they were unable to fundraise to
support their own school. While only two of the parents from the fundraising group
discussed barriers to reform, this came up for half of the parents in the non-fundraising
group. Six parents total saw resistance from privileged families as a barrier to reform,
and two of these coupled that with what they saw as a lack of political will on the part
of the leadership.
The two groups had similar reactions to the quantitative data that was shared,
demonstrating the allocation of fundraised dollars after the shared funds were
redistributed. All but one parent expressed that the remaining gap in funds was too
large, with almost all non-fundraising parents connecting this gap with disparities in
educational opportunity. Two parents, both from fundraising schools, brought up
questions about Title 1 funding and whether these additional dollars helped balance
the gap shown in fundraising allocations. The two groups were aligned in their

197

perception that the policy was not having an equitable impact based on the data
shared, although two parents in the fundraising group and three in the non-fundraising
group noted that it seemed to be working as designed.
Proposition 3 posited that parents in fundraising schools who supported the
policy did so for the altruistic reason of supporting less fortunate schools. Only two of
the interview participants (Andrea and Bonnie) were supporters of the policy from
fundraising schools, but this proposition did hold true for both of them. However, with
such a limited sample it is difficult to draw conclusions.
Proposition 4 posited that parents’ attitudes about the fundraising policy would
shift based on the data provided about the distribution of fundraising dollars,
particularly for parents who previously believed the policy was having an equitable
impact. The evidence seems to confirm this proposition, as there were observable
perception shifts for all but one of the parents who indicated a positive or neutral
attitude about the fundraising policy prior to participating in the interviews and in the
initial interview question, expressing fewer positive attitudes after discussing the data
on financial distribution. Five of these parents were in the fundraising group, while
two were in the non-fundraising group. Only one parent who expressed a negative
attitude prior to and at the beginning of the interview shifted to a more positive
perception after seeing the data; this was a parent from the non-fundraising group. In
contrast, the other parents from both groups who previously expressed negative
attitudes about the policy either remained unchanged or increased the intensity of their
view.
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Summary of Findings
This chapter has presented results from the quantitative fundraising data,
multiple choice and open-ended survey data, and parent interview data. The
quantitative data demonstrated a clear correlation between race, socioeconomic status,
and fundraising level, with higher fundraising associated with more White students
and fewer students from Historically Underserved racial groups or economically
disadvantaged families. This relationship did not change substantially after the
redistribution of a portion of fundraised dollars. The 238 parent survey responses
illustrated key differences in perceptions of fundraising based on the level of
fundraising in respondents’ schools, and to a lesser degree, based on the participants’
racial identity. These differences were most apparent in the level of familiarity with
the fundraising policy, parents’ opinions on whether parent fundraising should pay for
staff, parents’ overall attitude about the policy, and parents’ perceptions of the policy’s
impact in their schools. The 17 parent interviews provided further insight into these
differences in perception about the fundraising policy between parents at schools that
fundraise for additional staff and those that don’t. However, interview responses
revealed many similarities between parents in the two groups, particularly after
reviewing the quantitative data showing the redistribution of fundraising dollars. Most
parents in both groups felt that the fundraising policy was not having the intended
outcome of increasing equitable impact in schools. Taken together, each element of
data collection contributed to a more complex and nuanced picture of the impact of the
district fundraising policy.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
In this chapter, after providing an overview of the context and methodology for
this study, I will present a summary of my key findings and their alignment with the
body of literature. Further, this chapter will include implications for policy, practice,
and further research as well as a reflection on the study’s limitations and my final
conclusions.
Summary of the Context
This study was born out of my desire to understand how public school districts
might address the disparities in school-based fundraising that have been shown to
result in additional resources concentrated in schools serving predominantly White,
affluent populations (Arsneault et al., 2013; Brown et al., 2017; Good & Nelson, 2020;
Levy, 2018; Rowe & Perry, 2020).
The review of the literature in Chapter 2 introduced the study’s conceptual
framework, bringing together Bourdieu’s (1986) Social Reproduction Theory (SRT),
Schaller & Nisbet’s (2019) Club Goods Frame for public education, and Gerald’s
(2020) Altruistic Shield Theory. The literature focused on three key elements: the
interplay of parents’ social and cultural capital with parent engagement in school as a
way to understand parents’ behavior and perceptions; trends in the growth and
distribution of school-based fundraising dollars in public schools; and policies
implemented by public school districts intended to disrupt these trends. Existing
research identified troubling concentrations of economic, social, and cultural capital in
the most affluent schools and parent communities, providing benefits to these students
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that were not universally accessible in public schools serving more racially and
socioeconomically diverse students (Levy, 2018; Good & Nelson, 2020).
The literature reveals that while some districts have sought to disrupt these
trends through regulating school-based fundraising, other educational leaders have
resisted implementing such policies due to concerns about community pushback
(Schaller & Nisbet, 2019; Sattem, 2007; Winton, 2019). Taken together, these reports
suggest that in order to be effective, a fundraising equity policy should address
fundraising disparities while also encouraging parent support for reforms, even from
parents who traditionally have benefited from school-based fundraising (Schaller &
Nisbet, 2017). But a gap in the literature exists on both fronts: how effective these
policies have been in terms of equitable financial impact, and how parents respond to
the policies.
I developed this study using a case study design to understand a contemporary
phenomenon occurring in a specific context bound by both time and place (Yin, 2018).
The public school district that served as the case for this study was chosen due to the
longstanding fundraising equity policy requiring the sharing and redistribution of a
portion of school-based fundraising for FTE. A mixed methods approach was selected
to integrate the analysis of the quantitative distribution of fundraising dollars with the
quantitative and qualitative investigation of parent perceptions (Creswell & PlanoClark, 2006; Gay et al., 2012). The first phase of the research was the quantitative
analysis of the district’s public data on fundraising dollars and school demographics;
the second was an online survey of 238 parents of students in grades K through 5; and
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the third was the 17 in-depth interviews conducted with survey respondents who
volunteered to provide further information.
Summary of Key Findings
The three primary data sources were triangulated in order to validate and
corroborate individual findings and provide a nuanced portrait of the effects of the
fundraising equity policy central to this case study. These findings will be organized
as presented in chapter 4.
Quantitative Findings: Financial Distribution
Research Question 1 sought to understand whether RSD’s fundraising
redistribution policy had interrupted the national trends showing direct correlations
between fundraising dollars and student race or socioeconomic status. Proposition 1
posited that even after redistribution, a statistically significant (p < .05) negative
relationship would exist between dollars allocated from these funds and the percentage
of historically underserved or economically disadvantaged students in the school
population. This proposition was confirmed, with statistically significant negative
correlations (p < .001) between fundraising and economic disadvantage and
fundraising and historically underserved racial groups, and a statistically significant
positive relationship between fundraising and White students (p < .001). These
findings aligned with the literature showing that school-based fundraising was
concentrated in the schools serving the highest percentages of White students and the
lowest percentages of economically disadvantaged students (Arsneault et al., 2013;
Brown et al., 2017; Good & Nelson, 2020; Levy, 2018; Rowe & Perry, 2020). The
salient evidence in these findings was that the required redistribution of funds
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weakened this relationship, but did not disrupt the overarching patterns reflected in the
literature--the correlations between dollars and race and socioeconomic status
remained statistically significant even after grants were distributed, confirming the
prior analysis by the district’s own budget review committee (CRBC, 2018). This
analysis indicates that in this district, redistributing only a portion of fundraised dollars
still results in school-based fundraising primarily benefiting students in the schools
with more White and affluent students, in line with the national trends.
Survey Findings: Key Differences in Parent Perceptions
The survey addressed Research Question 2 investigating parent attitudes,
beliefs, and values about fundraising and whether those attitudes differed based on the
level of fundraising in their school or on racial demographics. Proposition 2 posited
that there would be differences in parent perception about fundraising based on the
level of fundraising in the schools and racial demographics, as evidenced by
statistically significant (p < .05) differences in quantitative survey responses and
thematic differences in open-ended survey responses. Table 22 displays whether the
proposition was confirmed in relation to the quantitative survey questions; qualitative
responses are discussed below as not all respondents included references to each topic
in the open-ended question.
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Table 22 Statistical Significance Supporting Proposition 2
Survey Question
Familiarity with Policy
Level of Support
Fundraising for Staff
Sharing Requirement
School-Level Impact
District-Level Impact

Race
Statistical Significance
None
None
None
p = .01
None
None

Fundraising Level
Statistical Significance
p = .02
None
p = .02
None
p = .002
None

In the online survey, parents also provided further insight on these topics
through the single open-ended question. This section will describe the implications of
these key findings, highlighting where the data either supported or conflicted with the
proposition and the relevant literature.
Parent Familiarity with the Foundation Fundraising Policy. The survey
data revealed the statistically significant difference (p = .02) that parents in high
fundraising schools were much more likely than expected to know a lot about the
district’s foundation fundraising policy, and much less likely than expected to know
nothing about it. Parents in low fundraising schools on the other hand were much less
likely to know a lot about the fundraising policy than expected. As indicated in the
literature, parents with higher levels of social and cultural capital are more likely to
have familiarity with school processes and policies that allow them to understand and
navigate educational systems for their own benefit (Lareau et al, 2016; Murray et al.,
2020). As the policy only applies to schools that raise more than $10,000 for FTE, it is
understandable that parents in schools that do not raise enough to meet that threshold
are less familiar with the policy, whereas parent organizations in high fundraising
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schools often communicate with the parent community to encourage participation and
be transparent with donors about how their money is being spent.
Parents’ Attitudes About the Foundation Fundraising Policy. A finding
that was meaningful in its lack of statistical significance was that race and fundraising
level did not make a significant difference in parents’ level of support for the policy.
Overall, 44.7% of respondents reported that they “disliked” or “really disliked” the
policy while only 32.7% of them “liked” or “really liked” it, although the high
fundraising group did have slightly more parents indicate a positive attitude than a
negative one. However, supporting the proposition that thematic differences would be
present in the qualitative data, differences did appear when considering the additional
context provided through the open-ended question, which was answered by 74% of
respondents. Parents from the low fundraising group were twice as likely to express
negative attitudes in the open-ended response as they were to express positive ones.
The most common concern about the policy was that it was inequitable, as captured by
one parent from a low fundraising school who said, “It concentrates wealth in already
wealthy schools, and does nothing to address the deep inequities in RSD.” In contrast,
parents in the moderate and low fundraising groups expressed positive and negative
attitudes in the open-ended question at about the same rate. Some respondents agreed
with the parent who said, “I think the wealthy schools, like the one we attend, still end
up with a disproportionate amount of money. Overall I think school is underfunded
but it’s not fair that wealthier schools should be able to pay the difference.” However,
just as many shared positive perceptions, such as the parent who said, “It helps keep
teachers that would otherwise not be at school. Such as a PE/Art/Music/Librarian
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teachers.” This aligns with research showing that educational leaders and parents who
support public school fundraising recognize benefits of fundraising in their schools,
such as a sense of community, an active and engaged volunteer base, pride in
supporting their public school, and security that their students would have access to
resources (Busch, 2012; Good & Nelson, 2020; Posey-Maddox, 2016; Sattem, 2007;
Smith, 2018). Parents in schools that received grants on the other hand identified that
“The grants distributed to schools from the equity fund never/rarely support full-time
staff positions, whereas schools that have foundations often are able to fund staff with
those dollars,” and others admitted that they did not know whether their school got a
grant or how it was used. Since parents in low fundraising schools are not
experiencing these benefits as a result of fundraising, they may be less likely to hold
positive views of the policy or of public school fundraising in general.
However, a key finding from the open-ended survey question was what parents
did like about the policy. The most frequently mentioned positive attribute of the
policy was that it “shares the wealth” by redistributing funds raised in high income
schools to benefit students in low income schools. This response appeared in more
than a quarter of open-ended responses from all three groups. This concept was stated
succinctly by the parent from a moderate fundraising school who said, “I like that
schools who can raise money are required to support schools that cannot.” While a few
parents from high fundraising schools disliked the policy because “not all of the
money stays in our school,” these were outliers, showing a contrast with the literature
indicating that parents tend to seek to maximize advantage for their own students
(Lareau, 2018). This suggests that as posited by Schaller & Nisbet (2019) and
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described by advocates in Reddy’s (2004) research, redistribution policies could be
effective in shifting parents’ thinking towards collective goals that benefit a wider
community, rather than only focusing on the betterment of their own child’s
experience. However, this sense of altruism connected to public school fundraising,
specifically in the context of this redistribution policy, could make it more challenging
for parents that participate in fundraising to look critically at the effects of that
redistribution (Park et al., 2017; Gerald, 2020).
Parents’ Expressed Beliefs About the Role of Fundraising for Staff. When
parents were asked about the role of school-based fundraising in paying for staff, their
answers differed based on the level of fundraising in their schools. Chi-square analysis
of the scaled survey question showed that while there were not significant differences
in parent perception on this topic by racial group, there was a statistically significant
difference (p = .02) based on school fundraising level, with parents in high fundraising
schools more likely to express support for paying for teachers at the individual school
level, and less likely to believe that funding teachers should happen at the district level
or not at all. The trend was reversed for parents in the low fundraising schools, but
with less variance between expected and actual number of responses. This finding
confirmed Proposition 2 illustrating a significant difference based on fundraising level,
but disconfirmed that there would also be a difference based on race.
As reflected in numerous studies, the high fundraising schools, serving student
populations with fewer historically underserved and economically disadvantaged
students, were the only ones in this district who were consistently raising enough
money to have the option to hire additional staff (Good & Nelson, 2020; Levy, 2018;
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Nelson & Gazley, 2014). Therefore, these school communities were the only ones
benefiting from this rule, which is corroborated by the literature describing the way
that parent fundraising privately pays for enhanced services that would typically be
publicly funded, in this case, public school teacher salaries, that are then only
available to members of that community (Reddy, 2004; Schaller & Nisbet, 2019).
Taken together with parents’ positive attitudes about the policy’s requirement to
“share the wealth,” it raises the question of whether parents may be more likely to
have positive altruistic feelings about fundraising to hire extra staff because of the
sharing requirement.
Another key finding in response to the question of funding staff came up in
open-ended survey responses. Many parents thought that schools should be fully
publicly funded, rather than relying on parent fundraising to pay for basic needs such
as teaching staff, with more than a quarter of parents from high fundraising schools
expressing this belief. One parent stated, “Staffing is a basic expectation of a school
district. Parent fundraising shouldn't be required to pay for teachers. This should be a
responsibility of the school system.,” while another noted, “This puts the burden of
funding on parents rather than taxpayers and does not do enough to address
inequalities. This energy should be spent pressuring political powers to fully fund all
schools.” The literature supports the notion that parent fundraising is not adequate to
make up for shortfalls in public education funding (Brown et al., 2017; Busch, 2012).
These parents’ comments align with the rationale behind district policies restricting
the use of fundraising dollars on what are considered “essentials” such as teaching
staff (Nisbet, 2021; Winton, 2019).
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Parents’ Expressed Beliefs About the Sharing Requirement. Based on the
feedback in the open-ended question expressing “Sharing the Wealth” as one of the
most positive elements of the policy for parents across all groups, it is not surprising
that there were not statistically significant differences in views about the sharing
requirement based on fundraising level. Overall, a solid majority of participants
(58.1%) believed that the policy should require fundraisers to share more, with only
6.7% expressing a desire to share less, as described by the parent from a high
fundraising school who said, “I support providing a portion of money raised to the
Equity fund, but I think the percentage given by schools with high fundraising totals
should be raised.” Again, this finding provides support for Schaller & Nisbet’s (2019)
conclusion that redistribution requirements help to ‘de-club’ private fundraising for
public education by expanding the view of one’s community beyond the individual
schoolhouse door. However, once again, parents in the high fundraising group
demonstrated the most variation from the expected responses, as 41% of them
believed that the policy should remain the same as compared to 27% of parents across
all respondents. In light of Lareau et al. (2018) and Reddy’s (2004) assertions that
high status parents are motivated to secure advantage for their own children, this may
indicate that some parents support the sharing requirement as long as the bulk of their
dollars are still directed towards their own communities. For example, one parent
appreciated that the “majority of the funds raised stay at our school, but we still share
a solid contribution.”
A surprising finding was that the question of sharing was the one area that
showed a statistically significant difference (p = .01) based on race; in this case,
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BIPOC parents were less likely than White parents to think that schools should share
more, and more likely than expected to think that the sharing requirement should stay
the same. The demographic data that shows that low fundraising schools in RSD serve
much higher percentages of BIPOC students than high fundraising schools do. The
literature review indicated that parent organizations serving predominantly Black and
Hispanic populations were more likely to focus on family and parent involvement and
community events rather than fundraising (Levy, 2018), and that less affluent families
may not see fundraising as a meaningful form of engagement (Fleming, 2012). In light
of this research, it is surprising that parents of color are less likely to want to see more
funds shared. One BIPOC parent shed some light on this thinking in their open-ended
survey response, worrying that increasing the sharing requirement could
unintentionally reduce overall fundraising, thus reducing or eliminating the grants that
their schools received. This concern was also voiced by three BIPOC interview
participants and is supported by the literature showing evidence that school
fundraising is less effective if donations do not directly benefit the donor’s own
children or their own school community (Reddy, 2004). Another BIPOC parent had a
student in a high fundraising school and noted that “when you spend a lot of time
organizing and fundraising, knowing that it’s not going to your school is a bit
frustrating.” Finally, an idea that came up both in surveys and interviews was that low
fundraising schools might be subject to the same sharing requirements as high
fundraising schools, and “if the lower earning school must share their fundraising
dollars, it takes away their resources.” These comments highlight a need for thoughtful
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attention to clarity and transparency in the rules, as well as unintended consequences if
changes were to occur.
Parents’ Reported Tensions Between “Ideal” and “Reality.” The survey’s
open-ended question asked parents to explain why they liked or disliked the policy. A
key finding was that for many parents, this was not a simple answer. Concerns around
unintended consequences of reform, inadequate state funding and the subsequent
reliance on parent fundraising, and the need to push past good intentions to ensure
equitable impact came up frequently. However, parents in high fundraising schools
were the most likely to share these tensions and conflicted feelings. More than half of
the parents in this group had responses that were coded this way, while less than a
third of parents in the other groups discussed these tensions. This was corroborated by
interview responses discussed below, in which parents who fundraised for staff were
also more likely to express conflicting feelings about the foundation fundraising
policy. While this phenomenon did not come up directly in the literature, the Altruistic
Shield as defined by Gerald (2020) may provide a lens for understanding this
behavior. Fundraising is typically considered a positive contribution that provides
needed supports to public schools (Body, 2017; Busch, 2012; Posey-Maddox, 2016;
Spangler, 2017). The existence of district’s fundraising redistribution policy does
highlight the fact that there is inherent inequity in school-based fundraising when not
all schools have the same capacity to raise funds, but also provides an “altruistic
shield” by offering parents an opportunity to support other schools while primarily
benefiting their own schools. Additionally, conversations about whether this policy is
equitable or not have occurred since its inception and have recently become more
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prevalent in the media (Cope, 2019; Sattem, 2007). Therefore, parents who contribute
to this fundraising may be more conflicted than those who do not participate, as
acknowledging the inequity calls their own well-intended actions into question.
Perceived Impact of the Policy. The final portion of the survey asked parents
to rate the impact of the foundation fundraising policy in their own schools and across
the district. The findings did not show statistically significant differences by race, but
differences in perceived impact on individual schools by school fundraising level were
statistically significant (p < .05). Parents from low fundraising schools gave lower
mean scores than parents from high fundraising schools on the factors of school
resources, equity, sense of belonging, and family engagement, and parents from
moderate fundraising schools were typically in between. These findings align with the
literature showing that in-school involvement such as fundraising may be based in the
cultural norms of high status groups, thus negatively impacting the sense of belonging
or family engagement for parents who do not belong to that group (Cucciara, 2008;
Lee & Bowen, 2006; Murray et al., 2020; Posey-Maddox, 2016). Additionally, as the
grants are often too small to fund additional staff, and parents may not know how
grants are being used, it is not surprising that parents in low fundraising don’t report
the impact on school resources as highly as those who fundraise for staff.
The one area where parents from high fundraising schools gave the lowest
mean score was the impact of the fundraising policy on advocacy for education
funding at the individual school level. This response from parents in high fundraising
schools was reflected by the parent who said, “This [policy] puts the burden of
funding on parents rather than taxpayers, and does not do enough to address
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inequalities. This energy should be spent pressuring political powers to fully fund all
schools.” Again, this aligns with findings that suggest that fundraising may be a
distraction; as school-supporting non-profits in affluent, predominantly White and
Asian communities tended to focus on the importance of monetary contributions and
their benefits to individual children, rather than advocating for education funding
reform (Good & Nelson, 2020; Levy, 2018).
Also of note was the finding that parents across all fundraising levels viewed
the impact of the policy more negatively at the district level than at the individual
school level. There weren’t statistically significant differences at the district level
because the groups were fairly aligned in their perceptions of the impact of the policy.
Parents in schools that fundraised for staff reported a positive impact on school
resources, but otherwise, survey respondents perceived negative impacts at the district
level when thinking about equity, connections between school communities, parent
and family engagement, and advocacy. This may be explained by research showing
that parents generally have more positive perceptions of their own school community
than they do of the state of education more generally (Chambers, 2000).
Interview Findings: Parent Perceptions of the Fundraising Redistribution Policy
Interviews further investigated the alignment of parent attitudes, beliefs, and
values about fundraising with school fundraising level, in this case divided into two
groups based on whether their schools fundraised for staff or not. Additionally, the
interviews addressed Research Question 3, asking how parents respond when
presented with evidence of the current distribution of fundraising dollars used to pay
for staff. As when analyzing the qualitative survey data, Proposition 2 posited that
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there would be differences in the attitudes expressed by parents that aligned with the
level of fundraising in their schools, as evidenced by thematic differences in their
interview responses. Proposition 3 posited that parents who expressed support for the
policy would view the district’s requirement for sharing a portion of funds not as a
burden, but as an altruistic act that justifies fundraising for staff. This would be
confirmed if interview responses include this sense of altruism as a benefit of
fundraising practices, especially from parents in schools that fundraise for staff.
Finally, Proposition 4 posits that parents who believed the policy was having an
equitable impact would experience a shift in perspective upon seeing the data showing
the distribution of funds. This would be confirmed through magnitude coding of
interview data to establish shifts in direction or magnitude of parents’ perceptions
about the fundraising policy. The implications of the key findings will be discussed
below in reference to the propositions and relevant literature.
In alignment with the survey responses, the majority of interview participants
(five out of eight) from schools that did not fundraise for staff disliked the fundraising
policy, while two liked the policy and one was neutral. Also similar to the survey
findings, parents from schools that did fundraise for staff were more split, with two in
support of the policy, three opposed, and four neutral. It is not surprising, based on the
literature, that fewer parents in schools that fundraise for staff disliked the policy, as
fundraising is often an important element of the school community and social structure
in affluent schools (Cucciara, 2008; Fleming, 2012), while as the survey responses
indicate, parents in low fundraising schools may be less likely to be familiar with the
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policy at all. However, this can also create divisions when not all parents feel
comfortable or welcome within this culture (Lee & Bowen, 2006; Murray et al., 2016).
Prior Perceptions of the District Fundraising Policy. A key finding relating
to parents’ initial impressions and attitudes about the district’s foundation fundraising
policy was that there was a lot more agreement in perception among parents from the
schools that did not fundraise than there was among parents in fundraising schools.
While there was certainly some thematic agreement, parents in fundraising schools
expressed a range of views that did not come up for parents in non-fundraising
schools, providing support for Proposition 3 that there would be thematic differences
in parent perceptions based on the level of fundraising in their schools.
For parents in non-fundraising schools, the primary observation was that the
fundraising policy was not equitable and was contributing to disparities between
schools. Of particular concern was that the policy allowed private fundraising to pay
for additional teachers, which they thought should be publicly funded. Hiring staff,
they thought, could fundamentally improve the quality of education, but only for
schools that could afford to fundraise. This perception aligned with findings showing
that quality teachers are the number one in-school factor affecting student achievement
and that reduced class size is most likely to be impactful in low income schools
(Chetty et al., 2014; Chingos & Whitehurst, 2011; Goldhaber, 2016; Ready, 2008).
Surprisingly, none of these parents initially mentioned benefits to their own schools,
even if they were in schools that received grants. Even the two parents who stated that
they supported the policy because they saw it as a step in the right direction were not
convinced that it was having an equitable impact. The one parent who was neutral on
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the policy had more to say about the complexity of reforming the system, which
implies that he also did not feel it was effective as-is, although he did not state those
words initially. Because these parents were members of schools with fewer resources,
with what the literature defines as lower status communities, this distrust in
fundraising as a solution to education funding problems makes sense; evidence
indicates that communities like this rarely benefit from fundraising (Arsneault et al.,
2013; Brown et al., 2017; Levy, 2018; Sattem, 2007), and their perception was that the
redistribution policy had not done much to change that. Additionally, these parents
may have been more likely to see the inequitable impacts of the policy clearly, since
they had not created an “altruistic shield” through participating in what they believed
was the benevolent act of fundraising for staff (Gerald, 2020).
Perceptions from parents in schools that did fundraise appeared to be more
diverse. While most of these recognized that their own schools were benefiting from
additional resources, five of the parents mirrored the perceptions of the majority of the
parents from low fundraising schools in thinking that the policy was at best not doing
enough, and at worst exacerbating existing disparities. Coming from parents in schools
that typically have benefited from these fundraising dollars, these parents provided a
contrast to most of the literature indicating that high status parents will act in their own
best interest to secure advantage for their children (Lareau, 2018). A primary reason
parents in this group did not like the policy was because it allowed parents to fund
staff, which they thought shifted the burden of education funding onto parents. This
perception was in alignment with concerns cited in the literature that a focus on
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individual school fundraising reduces pressure on government agencies to provide
robust services (Schaller & Nisbet, 2019).
Three others who saw the policy as a positive way to help other schools while
supporting their own kids’ schools were aligned with researchers who have suggested
that fundraising policies can be a way to expand the benefits of fundraising beyond
their own communities to help schools that have less (Reddy, 2004; Schaller & Nisbet,
2019). Additionally, the acknowledgement that these funds did provide resources that
their schools would not otherwise have aligned with common reasons for fundraising
as reported by Good & Nelson (2020), as did the sense reported by one parent that
fundraising dollars offered donors some autonomy over how resources were directed.
However, none of the parents that I interviewed displayed the opportunity-hoarding
tendencies that Lareau et al. (2016) described as prevalent in high status communities.
The six parents who commented on the sharing requirement were comfortable with
redistributing funds to other schools, unlike the parents in Reddy’s (2004) study
opposing redistribution based on a desire to primarily contribute to their own child’s
education. This perception aligned with Schaller & Nisbet’s (2019) suggestion that
funding redistribution policies can ‘de-club’ education by sharing, rather than
consolidating, enhanced benefits provided through private dollars. However, two did
share concerns that Title 1 schools were benefiting from resources that students in
their schools did not get unless they fundraised to provide them. This persistent
misconception (Sattem, 2007) seemed to provide a justification for continuing to
fundraise to benefit the most affluent communities—the idea that less resourced
schools have other robust sources of funding to rely on.
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The two remaining parents needed more information to form their opinions, as
one did not have a good handle on what the policy was trying to achieve and the other
did not have a sense of what kind of fundraising was going on across the district. This
may align with concerns about school-based fundraising keeping parents in resourced
communities focused on their own needs rather than seeing themselves as connected
to a larger system (Reddy, 2004). Also supporting this idea is that the one parent who
had experience in multiple school communities (Gloria) saw the disparities between
them clearly and therefore felt less comfortable with the culture of entitlement she
perceived in the high fundraising school.
Post-Data Perceptions of the Policy. Once parents saw the data on the
distribution of fundraising dollars in the district, their perceptions were much more
aligned regardless of school fundraising level. Seeing the data seemed to either
introduce or reinforce the idea that the outcomes of the policy were inequitable,
depending on the parent’s prior perception. A key finding was that all but one parent
thought that the level of disparity in per-student foundation fundraising allocations
between the highest and lowest fundraising schools was inequitable, including all
parents who had initially supported the policy or were neutral on it. There were a few
observations from parents in fundraising schools that echoed the prior perceptions of
parents in non-fundraising schools. For example, after seeing the data, several parents
identified that the funds did not seem to be reaching the students who needed it most,
in alignment with research showing that schools with higher levels of fundraising tend
to be the same schools that have better academic outcomes and serve fewer students of
color or students in poverty (Brown et al., 2017; Lee & Bowen, 2007). These findings
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indicate that parents in fundraising schools may have previously had unrealistic
expectations about what the redistribution was accomplishing in terms of benefits to
low income schools. In alignment with Altruistic Shield Theory (Gerald, 2020), this
implies that parents wanted to believe that their good intentions were having a positive
impact, but seeing evidence that they perceived as contradictory effectively “lowered
the shield.” In contrast, one parent who initially expressed a negative view of the
policy had a different reaction to the data; she thought that the distribution was having
a positive effect. The implications of this finding are discussed in further detail below
when focusing on parents’ perception shifts.
When specifically asked whether the policy was having the intended effect of
“more equitable impact,” the responses from parents in fundraising schools mirrored
their initial reactions to the data. They thought that the policy was not effective in
having an equitable impact, although one parent did point out that the quantitative data
did display a ‘more equitable impact” than no redistribution. On the other hand, half of
the parents in low fundraising schools thought that the policy was indeed working as
intended, although they did not think that these outcomes were equitable. As one
parent described it, “This is intended to blunt the very worst harms that can be done,
and lead every parent community to fend for itself when it comes to funding essential
services. And I’d say, okay, I guess you’re kind of doing that.” This may imply that
these parents had more realistic expectations about what the policy was intended to or
able to accomplish. One parent did not know how the grant money was used in her
school, but she did express gratefulness that parents in her school were not expected to
fundraise for essential services. She thought it sounded awful to have pressure to
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contribute financially to your public school for your child’s needs to be met, and
thought that was counter to the purpose of public education.
Another key finding was that while parents in both groups expressed tensions
and conflicted feelings about the policy, these came up more often for parents in the
group that fundraised for staff. This aligned with the survey results showing more
statements expressing the tensions of “Ideal Versus Reality” coming from parents in
high fundraising schools. Gerald’s (2020) Altruistic Shield Theory posits that
benevolent intent limits individuals’ willingness or ability to consider the racialized
impacts of their actions or beliefs, creating “a psychological mechanism that allows us
to outright deny or otherwise defend ourselves from anticipated or in-the-moment
accusations of racism because of what we consider to be the altruistic nature of our
work” (p. 22). When faced with the potential inequitable impacts of their wellintended fundraising work to support their public schools, parents may be more likely
to feel tension if the outcomes are not as helpful or equitable as they expected. For
parents in schools where foundation fundraising does not occur, there may not have
been the same expectations of equitable outcomes of altruistic behavior, and therefore
the disparities apparent in the data might have been easier to accept.
Perception Shift. The findings around parents’ perception shifts were central
to this study. Proposition 4 posited that the data showing actual allocations of
foundation fundraising dollars would result in a shift in perception for parents who
believed the policy was having an equitable impact. Gerald (2020) says that “engaging
with the realities of the policies behind the identified issue and questioning the
patterns that have led to the result” (p. 24) can create the conditions for lowering the
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altruistic shield. Reviewing the data allowed participants who wanted to believe that
their good intentions were having a positive impact to critically consider the outcomes,
and for most of them, this did result in a shift. More parents in the fundraising group
experienced a shift in perspective (five out of the nine parents as compared to three out
of the eight parents in the non-fundraising group), and these shifts included all but one
of the parents who initially expressed positive or neutral attitudes about the policy. Of
all the parents in the schools that fundraised for staff (n = 9), the two parents who had
positive attitudes shifted to a more complex or neutral view; the three parents who
began with a neutral position shifted to a negative one, and one of the parents’ prior
negative attitude increased in intensity. In the group that did not fundraise for staff (n
= 8), the two parents who initially expressed positive attitudes shifted to negative ones
and two parents with negative attitudes displayed an intensified point of view. Only
one parent, who was in the non-fundraising group, shifted from a negative opinion to a
positive one. She said, “It’s an effort at equity, so I can see that, and I can see how it
benefits the lower income schools.” This shift could be attributed to this participant’s
low expectations of the policy and prior lack of information about the grants that were
being distributed.
Implications for Policy
For a fundraising equity policy to be effective, it should not only disrupt the
current fundraising trends that concentrate benefit on White and affluent students but
should also encourage support and buy-in from parent communities who are raising
the funds, benefiting from the funds, or both. This mixed-methods case study provided
the opportunity to shed light on both. The results of the quantitative portion of this
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study show that while redistributing one-third of the funds has some effect, it is not
enough to disrupt the correlations between fundraising dollars, race, and
socioeconomic status.
“When All the Funding Shakes Out” (Frances). In this case, redistributing a
portion of fundraising dollars hasn’t worked to disrupt the underlying patterns of the
concentration of dollars in White, affluent schools. Working out the math, increasing
the required contribution percentage enough to have a meaningful impact or eliminate
the statistical significance in the distribution of funds would leave such a limited
amount in the fundraising schools as to be impractical, both in terms of parents
motivation to give and managing the finances. Additionally, adjusting the ratio would
not address the concerns that parents raised about school-based fundraising
encouraging school communities to fend for themselves instead of coming together for
a broader vision of a district-wide community with the critical mass to pursue systemic
change, nor would it address concerns about the reliance on private dollars to pay for
essential public services.
“That Does Not Seem to Me how Public School Should Be” (Quinn).
Districts interested in developing policies that encourage the equitable distribution of
private dollars should consider restricting the use of funds to extras, rather than
allowing parent fundraising to pay for essential services such as teaching staff. The
literature indicates that fundraising inequities may be particularly consequential when
those dollars are used to pay for staff (Brown et al., 2017; Sattem, 2007; Smith, 2014).
High quality teachers are the number one in-school factor affecting student
achievement, especially for low-income students and students of color, but high-
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poverty schools cannot rely on fundraising dollars to secure the best staff the way that
more affluent schools can (Chetty et al., 2014; Goldhaber, 2016). Qualitative feedback
in this study showed that even participants who supported private fundraising disliked
that what they saw as a responsibility of the state or district had been shifted to
parents. They also identified the disconnect between supposed “equity grants” that did
not provide enough money to hire teachers, while that was how schools that
fundraised were using their dollars. Research indicates that districts restricting the use
of fundraising dollars for staff due to equity concerns around private dollars paying for
FTE have been successful such as in Newton, Massachussetts, New York City, and
several California and Texas school districts (Cargile, 2021; Goldstein, 2017; Nisbet,
2021; Sattem, 2007).
“There Has to be a Way to do Better” (Kjersten). Parent feedback indicated
that community support exists for several suggestions for a more equitable impact that
align with recommendations in the literature. For example, collecting funds centrally
and distributing them equally on a per-student basis would ensure that these funds
reach students from historically underserved racial groups and economically
disadvantaged students at least at the same level as White and affluent students,
effectively disrupting the correlations between race, socioeconomic status, and
additional resources from fundraising. The literature provides several examples of
districts who utilize this kind of policy model, including districts in Palo Alto, and
Santa Monica-Malibu in California and Bellevue, Washington (Nisbet, 2021; Reddy,
2004; Schaller & Nisbet, 2019). Rowe & Perry (2020) suggest that whatever the
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model, policies need to be structured to address the existing stratification, rather than
beginning with an inequitable starting point and attempting to mitigate the impact.
“A Sense of Caring for all our Citizens” (Bonnie). While parents may not
think that the policy is having an equitable impact based on the financial data, it is
apparent that there has been success with getting parents to embrace the idea that
contributing to other schools is a worthwhile way to spend their money. Sharing a
portion of their funds was identified as a positive, rather than a negative element of the
policy from parents in low, moderate, and high fundraising schools, and according to
Brown et al. (2017) this type of policy has not been shown to depress fundraising
overall. In RSD, sharing a portion of fundraised dollars has been normalized, and the
district has an opportunity to capitalize on that sense of collective responsibility to
move the model into a place where the financial benefits are more evenly or equitably
distributed. As Schaller and Nisbet (2019) have suggested, policies that regulate or
redistribute private dollars have the potential to shift parents’ thinking towards
collective goals that benefit a wider community. This study’s findings demonstrate
that parents in RSD are already further along in their willingness to support other
schools than in many districts where parents have pushed back on proposed
redistribution policies (Reddy, 2004; Schaller & Nisbet, 2019).
“A Step in the Right Direction” (Jen). A common theme in the survey and
interview data was parents referring to RSD’s redistribution policy as “a great start” or
“heading in the right direction.” However, this policy has been in place for over 25
years. At some point, parents’ goodwill and acknowledgement of the district’s ‘good
intent’ will wear out, as the data continues to show that the equitable impact is not
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there. Intended as a stopgap, this fundraising has only increased in the 25 years since
its implementation, in line with national trends (Nelson & Gazley, 2014). This growth
undermines the original intention that parents would only be relied on to fund staff
temporarily, with the assumption that at some point state education funding would
rebound to pre-1994 levels when adjusted for inflation (RSD, 1994). While it is
possible that parents 25 years ago would not have been ready to accept a more
progressive model that collected and distributed funds centrally, the feedback
collected in this study shows that parents are open to bold policies that result in
equitable education systems for all kids.
"Grow Some Backbone” (Isabel). While the feedback collected in this study
is encouraging, it would not be wise to dismiss the political pressure or unintended
consequences that educational leaders will need to consider when proposing future
reforms. Policy change towards equity is difficult, and the research has documented
many reasons why educational leaders drag their feet, such as political pressure,
pushback from parents, and fear of losing families to private school, thus undermining
support for the public system (Frankel & Merz Frankel; 2007; Reddy, 2004; Schaller
& Nisbet, 2019; Winton, 2019). However, in contrast to the position stated by Frankel
& Merz Frankel (2007) that “this may mean that we must come to tolerate a certain
level of inequity” (p. 31), there is no better time for educational leaders to stand firm
in creating policies that put marginalized students at the center in order to strengthen
public education systems for everyone. Based on the findings in this study, there are
ways that educational leaders can increase support and buy-in from parents.
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“What’s the District’s Goal?” (Evelyn). One suggestion for garnering
support for difficult changes is building trust through transparency. Parents need to
know why changes are being proposed and their intended impact. In terms of
fundraising equity policies, they need a better understanding of how multiple revenue
streams come together to fund education and how differentiated funding works to
narrow gaps in outcomes for marginalized students. As expressed by two of the
interview participants and described by Sattem (2007), some parents weren’t clear on
the intended difference between supplemental fundraising dollars and Title 1 dollars or
other differentiated funding that the district uses to close opportunity gaps. However,
participants in this study quickly shifted their point of view when they had a clear
understanding of the inequitable impacts of the current system, and many of them
reported no longer feeling comfortable being complicit in such a system. Taking
responsibility for systems that are currently not functioning as well as they could be
and providing parents with data and stories that bring the impacts of systemic
inequities to light might help move the needle on parent support for challenging
reforms.
Another consideration based on parent perceptions gathered in this study is that
many affluent parents are less concerned about self-preservation than the research
indicates. Parents from high fundraising schools in this study were most concerned
that policy reforms would negatively impact the schools receiving grants rather than
worried that they would not benefit from additional staff in their own schools. It is
possible that this is a more politically palatable justification for keeping the status quo.
However, my impression from speaking to these passionate parents is that they
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genuinely care about the well-being of students in schools with fewer resources than
they have, even though that contradicts the literature indicating affluent parents will
typically prioritize securing advantage for their own child (Bourdieu, 1986; Lareau et
al., 2016).
Therefore, when garnering support for equity-based reforms, these parents
want to trust that the sacrifices they make will genuinely result in increased
opportunity and a more equitable educational experience for underserved students.
Furthermore, evidence from surveys and interviews indicated that many parents in
schools receiving equity grants did not know how their schools were benefiting from
the current system in RSD. There should also be transparency around the intended
benefits to ensure that parents can appreciate how their schools are being served and
that there is accountability around ensuring schools actually benefit from the changes.
Districts should ensure that their reforms will truly result in equitable outcomes that
center these students, and be able to provide parents with the evidence and the
rationale for why it is necessary.
“How Do You Institutionalize Equity?” (Hannah). Parent feedback
indicated a certain level of cognitive dissonance stemming from the feeling that an
intended “equity policy” is in fact not fair or equitable, because the benefits are not
reaching the students who need it most and are instead concentrated in schools serving
the students from the most privileged backgrounds. According to the literature, a
fundraising policy alone will not be enough to address these inequities; districts should
also consider other levers such as enrollment balancing to combat inequities between
schools (Schaller & Nisbet, 2019). Parents can play a role too, by contributing to
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public schools in a way that accounts for and disrupts troubling patterns in the
concentration of fundraising dollars (Frisch, 2007). However, it should not be left up
to parents to “ensure that changes to urban public schools are equitable and reflect a
‘commitment to everyone’ rather than further advantaging the upper and upper-middle
class” (Posey-Maddox, 2016; p. 145). Expecting that parents will contribute out of a
desire to help others may be unrealistic without a structure that requires it. Kendi
(2019, p. 208) explains that leaders need the moral courage to implement antiracist
policy changes, even if community buy-in comes afterwards:
To fight for mental and moral changes after policy is changed means fighting
alongside growing benefits and the dissipation of fears, making it possible for
antiracist power to succeed. To fight for mental and moral change as
a prerequisite for policy change is to fight against growing fears and apathy,
making it almost impossible for antiracist power to succeed.
Implications for Research
Several key questions around equitable fundraising practices arose through the
course of this study. Topics include evaluating the evidence of effectiveness of other
fundraising equity policies, exploring the connection between parent fundraising and
motivation to advocate for and support robust education funding at the state or local
level, and the influence of parent organizations on parent perceptions of fundraising in
public schools.
How Effective are Fundraising Equity Policies? The current literature
describes several models of fundraising policies in use in districts across the nation,
but research investigating their impacts is not publicly available. As districts
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acknowledge and identify the inequitable impacts of unregulated school-based
fundraising, it would be helpful to know which models have been successful in
disrupting the concentration of private dollars in the public schools serving the most
privileged students. Additionally, research could investigate the impacts of these
policies on parent attitudes and whether they may provide greater opportunities to
broaden parents’ views of their community to include students beyond their individual
schools. Successful models should result in both the equitable distribution of funds
and support from the community.
What is the Relationship Between Parent Fundraising and Advocacy?
Many parents shared the belief that fundraising was an inappropriate replacement for
inadequate education funding that absolved public entities of their duty to provide a
free and appropriate public education. Some argued that fundraising also served as a
distraction from reaching the critical mass of parent support needed to advocate for
reforms that would result in robust education funding for all. However, there is not
evidence in the literature linking these two practices. Further study of parent behavior
and parent organization practices in schools that do or do not participate in robust
fundraising could shed light on whether the perceived unintended consequence of
parent fundraising as a distraction from broader action has any merit.
What is the Influence of Parent Organizations on Parent Perceptions of
Fundraising in Public Schools? In order to complete the research undertaken in this
study, it will be important to gain understanding of how parents formed their views on
RSD’s foundation fundraising policy. Interview and survey data that is yet to be
analyzed includes parents’ description of school communication about the purpose of
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and expectations around fundraising in their schools, and the way that fundraising
practices differ between affluent and low income schools. Additionally, public data
from parent organizations will provide further context into the ways that these groups
influence the narrative and parent perceptions around fundraising. Parent
organizations may be an important resource in helping parent communities build
support for fundraising reforms and bringing communities together to support each
other as well as district initiatives.
Limitations
This study was planned with rigor and care, and yet there are limitations that
must be acknowledged. First, the quantitative analysis in this study was based on the
foundation fundraising dollars, grant allocations, and school demographic data that
was available publicly on the RSD website and not confirmed internally with the
school district. As this study focused only on foundation fundraising, other private
funding sources that impact the total amount raised in individual schools are not
accounted for; I did not have access to consistent or accurate financial data for these
other funding sources. However, these additional funds cannot be used to pay for staff.
Additionally, the average amount of foundation fundraising dollars raised were used to
establish groups of schools in order to compare parent responses based on the level of
fundraising in their schools. Therefore, it is possible that some schools that were
defined as “low” or “moderate” fundraising actually have significant additional dollars
coming in. This other fundraising could have a similar impact on school culture as the
foundation fundraising, and therefore skew the differences between parents assigned
to groups based on level of foundation fundraising alone.
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Further, this study was limited by my own public engagement on this topic as a
parent in the district that served as the case for the study. Prior to this study, I
participated in public advocacy for reforming this policy, which allowed me insight
and familiarity with this unique policy. As described in Chapter 3, I took many steps
to bracket my perspective, distance myself from the outreach to participants, and
ensure trustworthiness and reliability in my data collection and analysis. However, my
public position on this policy could have influenced or limited the group of parents
who were willing to participate in this research. Additionally, parents who are
particularly interested in the subject of fundraising may have been more motivated to
complete the survey or volunteer for an interview and may not be generalizable to the
broader population of elementary school parents in this district (Gay, 2012). So while
this research reflects the perceptions of the participant group, it is not possible to
generalize beyond this population.
In the survey, I chose to make all of the questions optional so that parents were
more likely to provide the information that they were comfortable sharing. However,
because I did not require them to indicate which school they were affiliated with, I
was unable to assign 20 respondents to a group based on their school fundraising level.
Therefore I could not include their responses in the analysis of parent perceptions
based on school fundraising level.
Finally, while the goal in selecting interview participants was to represent a
broad set of perspectives, the people who volunteered were much more likely to
express a negative attitude about the fundraising policy than a positive or neutral one.
While I scheduled interviews with every participant expressing a positive or neutral
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view that I could, the group as a whole represented more parents who disliked the
policy.
Conclusion
Considering the clear trajectory showing the increasing growth of schoolsupporting fundraising for public education that disproportionately benefits privileged
students, it is essential that school districts take steps to implement regulations that
extend these benefits for the collective good of students across the systems. This
mixed-methods case study explored the financial impact and parent perceptions of a
school district policy requiring the reallocation of a portion of parent fundraising to
low income schools. While the quantitative data showed that the policy studied in this
case was not sufficient to disrupt the inequitable concentration of fundraising dollars
in schools serving predominantly White and affluent students, the qualitative data
provided evidence that parents can support the sharing of resources beyond their own
communities. The current policy that allows private fundraising for staff and
redistributes only a portion those funds means that the primary benefits of
supplemental staffing remain in the predominantly White, affluent school
communities that raised the money. Different solutions that restrict the funding of staff
or collect and distribute funds at the district level should be considered. However,
policies that end with good intent rather than actual equitable impact erode community
trust and fail to serve the students they purport to center. Districts implementing
fundraising equity policies should ensure transparency and accountability to provide
stakeholders, including parents, with understanding of both the need for a policy that
ensures equitable access to resources and the potential collective positive impact that
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policy reform can bring. Parents in this study demonstrated a great capacity for
collective care along with a willingness and desire to extend the benefits of their
altruism beyond their own communities in an equitable way. However, it is
challenging for parents to take the first steps in a system that they don’t control; that
first step may need to be taken by those with the power to make or reform policy. As
Dr. Ibram X. Kendi said in an interview, “We should be asking, ‘Are these policies
and practices leading to equity or inequity? All that is relevant is the outcome of the
policies in determining whether we should change them...All along we’ve been trying
to change people when we really need to change policies” (Alliance for Early Success,
2020, para. 2). Educational leaders have the opportunity to change policies that are
shown to have inequitable outcomes, and provide transparency and responsibility for
the tough decisions that will result in a stronger system for all students. Districts
wishing to harness parents’ positive contributions for the good of all must respond
with bravery and trust.
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Appendix A
Online Survey Instrument
Survey: Parent/Caregiver Perspectives on Fundraising Policy
Section 1: Introduction
1. Which elementary school(s) does your student(s) go to this year? (dropdown
menu-select all that apply)
2. What grade are your students in (select all that apply)?
3. Including the current school year, how many years have you had a student in
RSD?
§
§
§

1-2 years
3-5 years
6 or more years

Section 2: RSD’s Fundraising Policy (new page)
RSD has a fundraising policy for school groups who want to pay for teachers or other
instructional staff. The next few questions ask for your opinions about this policy;
please take a moment to read the policy description.
In this policy:
§

Funds raised may be used to pay for staff in that school, through the school’s
foundation.

§

The first $10,000 raised for staff remains with the school.

§

After that, 1/3 of all funds beyond the first $10,000 goes to a central fund.

§

The remaining 2/3 stays in the school where it was raised.
o Example: If a school’s foundation raises $100,000 to pay for staff, the
first $10,000 stays with the school, and 1/3 of the remaining $90,000
goes to the central fund. This results in $70,000 for the school and
$30,000 in the central fund.

§

This central fund is given as grants to schools where:
o At least 40% of students identified as historically underserved;
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o At least 15% of students qualify for free meals through direct
certification.
§

These grants, which are used to meet school improvement goals, went to 61
schools and ranged from $16,000 to $30,000 for the 2021/22 school year.

The following questions are about this fundraising policy.
4. Before taking this survey, how much did you know about this fundraising
policy?
§ I knew a lot about it
§ I knew the basics
§ I knew a little about it
§ I didn’t know about it
5. Which statement best describes your position on the fundraising policy?
§ I really like the policy
§ I like the policy
§ I neither like or dislike the policy
§ I dislike the policy
§ I really dislike the policy
6. (Optional) Why or why not? (open ended)
7. In your opinion, what is the overall impact of this policy in your school?
§ Mostly positive
§ Neutral
§ Mostly negative
§ I don’t know (if the answer is “I don’t know,” use skip logic to go to
question 9)
8. In your opinion, what kind of impact does this policy have in the following
areas within your school?
Mostly
Neutral
positive impact
School resources
Equity
Sense of
belonging/community
Family involvement
State-level advocacy
for school funding

Mostly negative
impact

I don’t
know
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9. In your opinion, what is the overall impact of this policy in the school district?
§ Mostly positive
§ Neutral
§ Mostly negative
§ I don’t know (if the answer is “I don’t know,” use skip logic to go to
question 11)
10. In your opinion, what kind of impact does this policy have in the following
areas within the school district?
Mostly
positive impact

Neutral

Mostly negative
impact

I don’t
know

School resources
Equity
Connections between
schools
Family involvement
State-level advocacy
for school funding
11. Which statement best describes your opinion on school fundraising to pay for
teachers?
§
§
§
§
§
§

Communities should be allowed to fundraise to pay for teachers in their
own schools.
Communities should be allowed to fundraise to pay for some instructional
staff (i.e. instructional or media assistants) in their own schools, but not
certified teachers (i.e. classroom teachers, librarians, arts or P.E. teachers).
Communities should be allowed to fundraise to pay for teachers or staff at
the district level, not in individual schools.
Communities should not be allowed to pay for teachers at all.
Don’t know
Other (fill in)

12. Which statement best describes your opinion about the requirement to share
1/3 of funds with other schools?
§
§
§
§
§

The sharing requirement should stay the way it is.
MORE money should be shared with other schools.
LESS money should be shared with other schools.
NO money should be shared with other schools.
Other: (write in)
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Section 3: Demographics (new page)
It would be helpful to know more about you. Please respond to the optional questions
below.
13. With which racial and/or ethnic groups do you identify? If you identify as
more than one racial and/or ethnic group, please select all that apply.
§ I prefer not to answer
§ American Indian or Alaska Native
§ Hispanic, Latinx, or Spanish origin
§ White
§ Asian
§ Middle Eastern or North African
§ Black or African American
§ Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
§ Another race or ethnicity not listed above; please fill in:
________________
14. What is the highest level of education that you have completed?
§ I prefer not to answer
§ Did not complete high school
§ High school diploma or equivalent
§ Some college or vocational training
§ 2-year college degree
§ 4-year college degree
§ Graduate degree
15. What is your total household yearly income?
§ I prefer not to answer
§ Less than $30,000
§ $30,000 to $59,999
§ $60,000 to $99,999
§ $100,000 to $150,000
§ Over $150,000
Do you have more to say about the fundraising policy and practices? It’s important to
me that my research includes a variety of perspectives, including those that aren’t
always represented.
If you would consider participating in a short interview, click yes below. A translator
will be provided upon request. You'll be taken to another page to enter contact
information that is NOT linked to these anonymous survey responses.
§

Yes
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§

No

2nd Survey for Interview Participants:
Thank you for your willingness to participate in a 45-minute follow-up interview! I
plan to conduct interviews via Zoom. Please let me know below if you would like a
translator present for your interview.
It’s important for my research to go beyond the survey responses to gain a deeper
understanding of people’s experiences with fundraising in different schools in our
district. I would be extremely grateful for the opportunity to talk about your beliefs
about fundraising in general and discuss the impact of the district’s fundraising policy
specifically.
Please fill in the following contact information so that I can reach you if needed.
Participant names and contact information will be confidential, with all identifying
information removed.
1. Name
2. Enter either your email address or phone number, depending on your preferred
contact method. (include a “text?” option)
3. Do you want a translator if you are contacted for an interview? Yes/No
(if yes, go to “Language?”. If not, move on to the rest of the survey)
In this study, my goal is to interview people with a range of views about the district’s
fundraising policy. Answering the following questions is not required, but will help
me ensure that a range of perspectives are represented.
4. Where do you fall on your level of support for the district’s fundraising policy?
(slider ranging from strongly support to strongly oppose)
5. Have you ever volunteered in parent organizations or activities at your child’s
school?
§ Yes (go to #6)
§ No (skip to #7)
6. What volunteer positions have you held in your school? Check all that apply.
Examples: PTA or Foundation officer, Black Parents Union leader, Auction
Chair, Equity Committee Chair, Fun Run Organizer, Room Parent, Volunteer
Coordinator…
§ Current: ________________
§ Past years:______________
7. Have you been involved in trying to change the fundraising policy in some
way? (Examples: shared information about fundraising policy reform in a PTA
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meeting or discussion, made public comment in a school board meeting,
created or signed a reform petition)
§ Yes
§ No
Thank you! I will reach out to interview participants no later than mid-October.
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Appendix B
Parent Interview Instruments
Parent Interview Protocol
45 minutes
Warm-up/Introduction (2-3 mins)
Good (morning/afternoon)! As we’re getting started, I want to first get your
permission to record this interview. I will use the recording to ensure accuracy of the
transcript, and then it will be deleted so there will not be a permanent record linking
you to the interview data. Thank you! Also, can you verbally confirm that you
received the consent form and study information sheet that I sent you, and if so use the
chat box to provide your digital signature. Thank you!
Ok, now that is out of the way; first of all, thank you so much for offering to share
your perspective on this project. I’m so grateful to be able to hear about the range of
experiences people have had with school fundraising; it’s not a topic that has been
studied too much! I came to the topic of fundraising first as a parent; my kids went to
an elementary school where fundraising was a big part of the school community. What
about you? What kind of experiences have you had with school fundraising that
motivated you to share your story with me today?
As we’re talking, there are some terms that I use a lot. I want to make sure we’re on
the same page, so I’ll let you know how I’m using them.
•

When I talk about fundraising, I’m referring to money that is raised in
individual school communities, usually organized by parent groups like PTAs
and Foundations.

•

When I talk about foundations, I mean the volunteer-run groups within
individual schools that are focused on fundraising to pay for teachers. In our
district, foundations are the only groups that can pay for teachers, although in
some schools a different group like the PTA might raise the money, and then
direct it to the foundation.

•

The fundraising policy that I refer to is unique to our district; this is the
requirement that 1/3 of any funds raised to pay for teachers (after the first
$10,000) is contributed to a central fund that is shared with other schools.

The next few questions are for background information to help me ask the right
questions, so I’m just looking for one-word or yes/no answers on these.
Background Questions (2 mins—skip #3 if answered in the intro)
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1.
2.
3.
4.

What school(s) does your child(ren) go to?
What grades are they in?
Does your elementary school do any fundraising? (If no, skip to #11c below)
Do you get communication from your school’s parent organization (like a PTA
or foundation) about fundraising? (if no, skip #9 and #10)
5. Are you familiar with the district’s policy on fundraising to pay for staff? (If
no, skip #13 and instead provide a little more info about the policy)
Great, thank you! Now we’ll have a chance to talk a little more about the next
questions.
General Fundraising (10 mins):
1. What kind of fundraising activities do you know about at your school? (give
examples if needed: wrapping paper or other sales, fun run, auction, annual
appeal, community events, house parties)
2. If you know, approximately how much money does your school community
hope to raise each year?
3. What are the ways that fundraising money has been used at your school?
a. Prompt if needed: Some common uses of fundraising dollars include
hiring additional staff, purchasing classroom materials, upgrading
school facilities, supporting students and families in need, hosting
community events and activities, providing teacher appreciation gifts,
etc; which of these, if any, are supported by your school’s fundraising?
The next few questions focus on communication shared by your school’s parent
organization, like a PTA or foundation, about fundraising.
4. What, if any, financial goals does your does your school’s parent organization
communicate to families? Annual totals? Event goals? Expected family
contributions?
a. How are these goals communicated? (Prompt if needed: in a welcome
packet, newsletter, emails prior to events, posted on a website, poster in
the school building, announced at a meeting, through individual
conversations, etc)
b. We’ve already talked about how your school spends your fundraising
dollars, now I’m going to ask you to think about the motivation for
fundraising in your school. I’ll give you a sentence starter and ask you
to complete it: Based on communication from your parent organization,
how would you complete the sentence “Fundraising is important or
necessary in our school because…”
c. Prompt if needed: Here are some typical reasons that parent groups
often say: Make up for district or state funding shortfalls, make our
school a better place, build community, opportunities for parents to get
involved, ensure our students have what they need to succeed, reduce
class size, meet students’ and families’ needs in the community
d. How do you feel about that message?
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5. What role do school fundraisers play in the social aspect of your school
community? Are there social influences for parent participation in fundraising
events or activities?
6. I’d love to hear your thoughts about the benefits or drawbacks of fundraising.
a. What do you believe are the benefits, if any, of fundraising in your
child’s school?
b. How about the drawbacks, if any?
c. How about the benefits and drawbacks of fundraising in public schools
more generally? (skip if the participant addressed this in a & b)
7. Let’s talk about some typical things that fundraising dollars pay for. On this
slide, I’m showing typical things that I’ve found in my research that schools
fundraise for. If you were in charge, how would you allow fundraising dollars
to be used? I’m going to read each item on the list, and for each one, I’ll ask
you to say whether the item could be funded by
a. Parent fundraising in an individual school
b. Parent fundraising for a central fund distributed by the district
c. Funds raised by the district from corporate or philanthropic donors
d. District funds only, no fundraising
You can choose more than one category for each item on the list; I’ll check them off
as we go.
Ok, now I’ve got a few questions about the district’s fundraising policy for hiring
staff.
6. Could you describe for me, in your own words, what you think that policy is?
a. (For those that answered NO to question #5, instead provide this info:
The fundraising policy that I refer to is unique to our district; it
requires that 1/3 of any funds raised to pay for teachers (after the first
$10,000) is contributed to a central fund that is shared with other
schools.
b. What questions do you have about this policy, if any?
7. I’d love to hear your general thoughts about this policy. What do you think of
it? (Probe to make sure to address the following):
a. Allowing parents to pay for teachers
b. Requiring a portion to be shared
c. Whether they support it or not, and why
8. School group fundraising pays for a lot of different kinds of things, but the
district’s requirement to share a portion of funds only applies when paying to
hire teachers or staff. Schools using fundraising dollars to pay for playground
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improvements, technology, classroom materials, etc. are not required to share a
portion of funds. What do you think of this criteria?
Distribution Data Response (15 mins):
Quick overview: Now I’m going to shift gears a bit. One of the goals of my research is
to understand what the impact of our district’s fundraising policy has been. The
national trends have been that most fundraising happens in low-poverty, mostly White
schools. Policies requiring schools to share funds are pretty rare, so I really wanted to
see how the national fundraising trends show up in our district, and whether this policy
is making a difference. A direct comparison between where the foundation fundraising
money is raised, and where it ends up after the fundraising money is shared, wasn’t
readily available, so I used the district’s public data on fundraising and school
demographics and did some analysis that I’m going to share with you. I bet you
weren’t expecting to have to analyze charts today! Not something most of us are doing
on a regular basis. I’ll share my screen so we can look at what I’ve found, and I can
answer your questions and provide support to make sure I’m communicating clearly
about what I’m showing you. (I will screen share the charts included below and
provide the brief written explanation verbally, so they know what they’re looking at).
*Fundraising Distribution Information: I will screen-share the visuals only; and read
the italics*
This information comes from an aggregate of the last 5 years of data, from the
2015/16 through the 2019/20 school year.
As I mentioned, the fundraising trends in PPS are similar to those across the nation;
the bulk of fundraising dollars come from schools with more White students and fewer
economically disadvantaged students. My research focuses on the elementary level
because studies show that parent engagement is at its peak in the elementary years. I
divided PPS K-5 and K-8 schools into 3 groups based on the level of foundation
fundraising (money raised to pay for staff). The blue group represents 11 schools that
raise on average over $100,000 annually. Orange is the 15 schools that raises
between $10,000 and $100,000—these top two groups raise enough to require a
contribution to the central fund. Gray shows the 31 schools that raise on average
$10,000 or less annually. This table shows a breakdown of some of the demographics
of these groups of schools. Demographic definitions:
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2. What thoughts do you have about the information that was in the charts?
3. Earlier in our interview, you shared (x) about the policy. Now that you’ve had
a chance to see the data on the distribution of the funds, do you feel the same
way?
Share a slide showing the quotation below (then can return to the charts if needed):
4. According to The Fund for RSD (2020), the fundraising redistribution policy is
intended to “initiate ways that parent-led fundraising can transcend individual
school communities and make a broader, more equitable impact.” How well do
you think the policy is working?
5. When you think about the current policy, what suggestions would you offer to
strengthen or change it?
6. Are there any other thoughts or suggestions you’d like to share that we haven’t
covered?
Thank you so much for your time and thoughts; once I have transcribed the interview
data and removed identifying information, I will send it to you for review to make sure
that I captured your responses accurately. Your participation has been so helpful!
Thank you again.
(This shows what participants will see in the screen share: I will create a PowerPoint
slide so I can display them all at the same time horizontally. Will animate so I can
bring the charts in one at a time as I describe them.)
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Appendix C
Financial Distribution Data
Table C1
Average Annual Foundation Funds Raised and Allocated by School
ID

Enroll

Raised

Allocated

ID

1

502.6

$191,471

$191,471

30

2

320.6

$43,627

$43,627

3

621.2

$180,372

4

707.6

5

Enroll

Raised

Allocated

692

$123,886

$123,886

31

335.8

$16

$19,216

$180,372

32

502.2

$28

$25,028

$112,364

$112,364

33

393.8

$9,622

$21,622

482.4

-

$20,800

34

491.8

$67,456

$67,456

6

424.8

$103

$14,503

35

373.2

$49,475

$49,475

7

410.4

$2,215

$10,215

36

433

$1,600

$15,600

8

430.4

$15,428

$29,928

37

392.2

-

$25,000

9

799.4

$94,317

$94,317

38

352.2

$179

$15,179

10

406.6

$16

$23,816

39

262.8

$15

$18,515

11

513

$30

$15,030

40

631

$90,740

$90,740

12

501.8

$108,471

$108,471

41

374.4

$75,659

$75,659

13

451.2

$65,461

$68,461

42

359.2

$2,000

$26,400

14

419

$14,487

$14,487

43

278.4

$39

$24,239

15

546.8

-

$29,600

44

319.8

$26,762

$37,362

16

491.8

$72,573

$75,573

45

461

$54,112

$57,112

17

340.6

-

$17,500

46

487.4

$58

$27,758

18

471

-

$4,000

47

368.6

19

369.8

-

$18,500

48

259.2

$55,644

$55,644

20

500.4

$133,805

$133,805

49

346.4

$60,898

$60,898

21

707

$50

$25,850

50

571.6

$28,309

$28,309

22

413.2

$163,626

$163,626

51

542.8

$23,076

$27,076

23

455.2

$59,216

$59,216

52

294.2

$20

$16,020

24

375.6

$426

$20,426

53

245.8

25

642

$62

$30,162

54

323.6

$3,371

$3,371

26

558.6

$7

$4,007

55

336.8

$63

$20,063

27

377.8

$28,248

$31,248

56

288.2

28

357.4

-

$12,000

57

539.2

29

505.8

-

$24,000

-

-

$4,474

$19,200

$20,200

$22,000
$22,274

Note. Funds and Enrollment are based on a five-year average from the 2015/16 through 2019/20
school years.
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Table C2
Percentage of Demographic Groups in Each School Based on Five Year Averages
School
ID
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

%
HU
9%
13%
56%
10%
26%
36%
32%
49%
14%
78%
47%
15%
25%
19%
79%
21%
32%
14%
31%
9%
70%
9%
21%
29%
49%
18%
36%
55%
31%

%
ED
6%
4%
4%
4%
29%
24%
17%
26%
5%
57%
28%
8%
19%
12%
49%
22%
23%
14%
27%
7%
44%
1%
10%
38%
49%
14%
18%
41%
44%

%
White
83%
68%
65%
81%
62%
58%
60%
48%
79%
19%
39%
74%
68%
74%
19%
67%
60%
73%
61%
84%
26%
60%
70%
58%
23%
75%
56%
41%
58%

School
ID
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57

%
HU
14%
46%
63%
15%
14%
14%
40%
43%
72%
46%
8%
15%
78%
84%
16%
31%
66%
71%
17%
15%
19%
40%
41%
47%
9%
66%
43%
9%

%
ED
6%
43%
48%
16%
7%
11%
33%
44%
50%
32%
4%
7%
51%
73%
18%
15%
48%
54%
8%
6%
14%
26%
43%
50%
6%
41%
46%
16%

%
White
78%
34%
23%
77%
78%
79%
54%
35%
20%
48%
52%
79%
20%
14%
55%
66%
30%
26%
74%
76%
74%
56%
45%
37%
80%
32%
37%
52%

Note. HU = Historically Underserved Racial and Ethnic Groups. ED = Economically Disadvantaged.
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Appendix D
Survey Data
Table D1
Frequency Count of Qualitative Survey Responses by Race
Racial Group
American Indian/Alaska
Native
Asian
Black/African American
Latinx
Multi-Racial
White
Other/Not Listed
No Response
N = 17

n
1

% of Qualitative
Responses
0.6%

n (%) of total
survey responses
1 (0.4%)

6
5
6
14
130
7
7

3.4%
2.8%
3.4%
8.0%
73.9%
4.0%
4.0%

6 (2.5%)
9 (3.8%)
6 (2.5%)
15 (6.3%)
161 (67.6%)
11 (4.6%)
29 (12.2%)

Table D2
Frequency Counts of Parent Codes by Level of School Fundraising
Parent Codes (frequency)

Parent Attitudes about
Policy
Negative Attitudes (92)
Positive Attitudes (65)
Considerations of
Alternatives
Suggestions (79)
Need Information (17)
Potential Consequences of
Reform (6)
Ideal Vs. Reality (58)

Low
Fundraising
n
%

Moderate
Fundraising
n
%

High
Fundraising
n
%

52
26

65%
33%

20
22

42%
46%

14
12

41%
35%

35
6
4

44%
8%
5%

20
9
1

44%
19%
2%

19
1
1

56%
3%
3%

21

26%

14

29%

18

53%
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Table D3
Frequency Counts of Parent Codes by Race
Parent Codes (frequency)

BIPOC

Parent Attitudes about Policy
Negative Attitudes (92)
Positive Attitudes (65)
Considerations of Alternatives
Suggestions (79)
Need Information (17)
Potential Consequences of Reform
(6)
Ideal Vs. Reality (58)

White

n

%

n

%

17
16

37%
35%

71
47

55%
36%

18
4
2

39%
9%
4%

58
12
4

45%
9%
3%

11

24%

46

35%

Note: Total frequency counts include responses from participants who left racial information blank.

Table D4
“Positive Attitudes About the Policy” Subcode Counts by School Fundraising Level
Subcodes (frequency)
Shares the Wealth (48)
Increases Equity (13)
Increased Resources (7)
Allows Parents to Support
Their Own School (5)
Offers a Compromise (5)

Low
Fundraising
n
%
21
26%
2
3%
2
3%
2
3%
2

3%

Moderate
Fundraising
n
%
15
31%
6
13%
2
4%
0
0%
2

4%

High
Fundraising
n
%
9
26%
2
6%
3
9%
3
9%
1

3%
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Table D5
“Dislikes About the Policy” Subcode Counts by School Fundraising Level
Subcodes (frequency)
Inequitable (65)
Decreases Motivation for
Systemic Change (10)
Shifts Responsibility to Parents
(8)
Not Enough Money for FTE
Challenges with Fundraising
Activities (6)
Forces People to Share Instead
of Letting Them Choose (5)
Loopholes Allow Groups to
Avoid Contributing (5)
Leaves Out Schools in the
Middle (4)
Grant Money Spread Thin (3)
Undermines District’s Equity
Values (2)
Families Transfer to Schools
With More Fundraising (2)
Divides Communities (1)

Low
Fundraising
n
%
40
50%
5
6%

Moderate
Fundraising
n
%
13
27%
1
2%

High
Fundraising
n
%
8
24%
3
9%

1

1%

2

4%

5

15%

4
2

5%
3%

2
3

4%
6%

0
1

0%
3%

2

3%

2

4%

1

3%

3

4%

2

4%

0

0%

3
2

4%
3%

0
1

0%
2%

1
0

3%
0%

1

1%

0

0%

1

3%

2
1

3%
1%

0
0

0%
0%

0
0

0%
0%
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Table D6
“Ideal Vs. Reality” Subcode Counts by School Fundraising Level
Low
Fundraising
n
%

Subcodes (frequency)
Need Fully Funded Schools
(26)
Parents Shouldn’t Be
‘Required’ to Fundraise (18)
Good Intentions (15)
The Policy Doesn’t Do Enough
(11)
Only the Appearance of Equity
(6)
All Schools Should Have
Access to the Same Kinds of
Resources (3)

Moderate
Fundraising
n
%

High
Fundraising
n
%

5

6%

7

15%

9

26%

1
10

1%
13%

8
1

17%
2%

7
4

21%
12%

4

5%

1

2%

4

12%

3

4%

2

4%

1

3%

2

3%

0

0%

1

3%

Table D7
Quantitative Means Comparison for Perception of Policy Impact

School
Overall
Resources
Equity
Belonging
Family
Engagement
Advocacy
District
Overall
Resources
Equity
Connections
Family
Engagement
Advocacy

Low
M
-.08

SD
.96

.06
-.17
-.02
.00

.85
.88
.77
.71

-.28
-.24

Moderate
M
.23

SD
.80

High
M
.39

SD
.70

.29
.26
.00
.17

.77
.67
.75
.57

.60
.19
.41
.38

.69
.82
.68
.70

.68
.89

-.27
-.14

.64
.92

-.54
.11

.64
.91

-.13
-.29
-.38
-.25

.87
.90
.78
.72

.15
-.25
-.23
-.10

.86
.87
.81
.66

.36
.00
-.14
.05

.88
.92
.81
.77

-.52

.67

-.38

.73

-.47

.75

